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ABSTRACT 
 
 
In 1742, the settlement of Augusta was established as an outpost of English royalization 
on Roatán Island, Honduras. This military camp housed a mix of English soldiers, 
English colonists, and local indigenous Miskitu peoples. While the settlement was 
occupied for only a brief span of seven years, the material record of the community 
provides insight into Miskitu-English interactions during the royalization process. 
Royalization encompassed strategies deployed by the English Crown to bring about 
loyalty to the state. In this dissertation, I discuss the concept of royalization from an 
agent-centered perspective to consider the intentions behind the occupants’ usage of 
objects and spaces in everyday practice. This interdisciplinary research integrates 
documentary evidence with the results of four field seasons of archaeological 
investigations, which have unearthed mixed deposits of English and Miskitu material 
culture. I contend that such deposits indicate that Augusta’s occupants were participants 
in the royalization process, but that these strategies were not fluid or enforced. The 
royalization of Augusta was complicated by a number of factors including the 
settlement’s distance from the Crown, its local environment, and the diversity of its 
occupants. By considering the historical and archaeological evidence, I contend that 
elements of English lifestyles were integrated into Miskitu identity, and that this 
 xii 
 
integration reveals some of the ways in which the process of royalization was adapted to 
the unique social and natural landscape of the western Caribbean. 
1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
Introduction 
 During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the English Crown competed 
with other European imperial powers for control over the land, labor, and materials of the 
Americas. Despite Spanish declarations of ownership over many territories within the 
region beginning in the sixteenth century, the islands of the Caribbean became the 
battleground for the opposing political and economic interests of European rulers, 
entrepreneurs, and settlers (Naylor 1989; Newton 1967; Pares 1936). Spain managed to 
keep its European rivals from establishing colonies in the Caribbean during the sixteenth 
century, but the outbreak of the Anglo-Spanish war of 1585 weakened its ability to stop 
rival European nations from taking over trade routes and establishing colonies in later 
centuries (Dunn 1972:16). The English Crown came to view the Caribbean as the 
geographical hub within which it would be able to obtain key resources and to challenge 
the rapidly growing power of the Spanish Empire. English administrators and merchants 
prepared ships for departure “to ply the traditional English trade of commerce-raiding in 
the distant waters of the Caribbean” in the hopes of draining strength from Spain 
(Newton 1967:80). One of the most contentious ports in all of the Caribbean was New 
Port Royal harbor on Roatán Island, Honduras, because of its strategic location across the 
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Bay of Honduras from Trujillo, the oldest Spanish outpost in Central America 
(established in 1524). England vigorously pursued colonizing ventures on the island to 
bolster trade and to gain an economic foothold in the region (Delle 1998; Dunn 1972; 
Kupperman 1993; Mintz 1985; Offen 2000). 
 The relationship that the English Crown forged with its Bay Islands’ colonists and 
with local indigenous populations, including the Miskitu and other groups, both enabled 
and constrained their efforts toward royalizing the region’s populations (Helms 1983, 
1986; Offen 2002, 2007). National interests in acquiring access to valuable commodities 
and trade routes in the western Caribbean, particularly in the Bay of Honduras, prompted 
the English Crown and a number of private investment companies to encourage 
partnerships of various kinds between colonists and the native inhabitants, with the 
greater goal of royalizing the region. These strategists recognized that successful 
infiltrations into Spanish territory would require some degree of cooperation from 
indigenous allies. They believed that partnerships with local peoples as a strategy for 
royalization would help English colonists cope successfully with the many challenges of 
settling in foreign territory, such as inadequate labor, limited knowledge of the 
environment, and insufficient resources for defense (Kupperman 1993). English settlers 
arriving to colonies around the Bay of Honduras in the seventeenth century focused their 
efforts toward developing working relationships with the Miskitu, who were later 
transported to Roatán from mainland Honduras in the mid-eighteenth century, since the 
Pech—native to Roatán—had been completely relocated by prior Spanish incursions into 
the region (Wells 2008:69). 
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While historical documents provide details on the intentions of English settlers, 
we know very little about how relationships between English and Miskitu peoples 
actually developed in the Bay Islands, how English and Miskitu interacted on a daily 
basis, the degree to which English and Miskitu groups adopted or adapted to each other’s 
lifestyles, and the long-term social and economic outcomes of these interactions. To 
begin to address these questions, in this dissertation I turn to the material record and 
discuss the results of recent archaeological investigations of the settlement of Augusta on 
Roatán. Augusta was founded as an English stronghold in New Port Royal harbor from 
1742-1748 toward the end of the Anglo-Spanish War of Jenkins’ Ear—England’s first 
international “trade war” (Young and Levy 2011). This community included English 
militia from Jamaica, English settlers from the Black River settlement on the Mosquito 
Coast of Honduras, and local Miskitu peoples from northeastern Honduras and 
Nicaragua. This unique, integrated settlement was a result of the 1740 Treaty of 
Friendship and Alliance between King George II and King Edward, the leader of the 
Miskitu “kingdom,” designed to royalize the Miskitu territory in exchange for English 
military protection against the Spanish. 
Here, I examine the documentary and archaeological record for evidence of 
royalization at Augusta to better understand how English settlers may have worked with 
local Miskitu to establish, maintain, and protect New Port Royal harbor during the war. 
In this dissertation, I use the term royalization to refer to the strategies deployed by 
monarchies to bring about loyalty to a state. Through an agent-centered perspective, 
which focuses on the material remains produced from daily interactions between English 
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and Miskitu groups, I conclude that the relations forged between the English and the 
Miskitu were unusually complex compared to other types of colonial ventures such as 
plantations, with aspects of each other’s cultures shared in different ways. Moreover, not 
all Augusta Miskitu may have pursued English identity and lifeways (as encouraged by 
the Treaty of Friendship and Alliance), suggesting that the process of royalization at 
Augusta was not fluid or enforced. By incorporating documentary research with the 
archeological data, this research offers new insights into the nature of English-Miskitu 
interactions that moves beyond the limited descriptions of official government documents 
and into the daily lives and activities of all of Augusta’s residents. This recent work at 
Augusta helps to shed light on types of English settlements other than plantations in the 
region, specifically, the ways in which military outposts contributed to the royalization of 
the Caribbean. 
 
Augusta and the Bay Islands of Honduras 
The Bay Islands are located approximately 30 miles off the north coast of 
Honduras in the Bay of Honduras in the English-speaking western Caribbean (Davidson 
1974:1). From east to west this chain of islands includes Guanaja, Barbaret, Morat, 
Helene, Roatán, and Utila. Roatán is the largest island measuring approximately 30 miles 
long and four miles wide. Geological investigations have revealed that the islands “rest 
upon the Bonacca Ridge, a non-continuous undersea extension of the mainland Sierra de 
Omoa near the southern escarpment of the Bartlett Trough” (Davidson 1974:5). This 
geologic structure makes the islands very rugged with sloping hills and very few areas of 
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flat land. Evans (1966:1) describes the peaks of Roatán as a “serrated backbone” reaching 
up to 800 feet above sea level. Except for a low-lying area of mangrove swamp along the 
eastern tip of Roatán, the island’s topography is divided by sloping valleys where “no 
more than four percent of the land can be classified as ‘flat,’ i.e. having a slope of less 
than approximately five percent” (Davidson 1974:8). 
The Spanish throne seized the Bay Islands in 1502 after Christopher Columbus 
arrived on the island of Guanaja during his fourth voyage to the New World. Despite 
Spanish claim to the islands, English, French, and Dutch buccaneers began arriving 
during the early seventeenth century who “did not recognize the Spanish claim to the 
whole New World” (Conzemius 1928:64). The Bay Islands provided these sailors with a 
strategic position from which to disrupt Spanish commerce routes and to attack Spanish 
settlements along the coast of mainland Honduras (Squier 1858; Wright 1932). Conflict 
in the Americas erupted between England and Spain in the eighteenth century during the 
War of Jenkin’s Ear that lasted from 1739 to 1748. In order to defend English political 
and economic interests, the Privy Council ordered Edward Trelawney, royal governor of 
Jamaica, to establish a fortified settlement at New Port Royal harbor on Roatán as a 
dependency of Jamaica in 1742. English colonists inhabited the area until 1748 when the 
Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle required that England abandon the site (Dawson 1983; Horton 
1985; Davidson 1974; Offen 2000). 
According to Epstein (1975), previous archaeological investigations have been 
conducted at about 44 sites in the Bay Islands, which he divides into five different 
categories based on function: residential, ceremonial, offertory, burial, and unknown. The 
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site of Augusta was previously recorded by Epstein (1975) during his survey of the area, 
and was catalogued as site R-30. In 1980, McBride (2006) conducted a survey of 
eighteenth century sites at New Port Royal to look for the remains of British settlements 
along the harbor dating to the 1700s.  
 
Key Concepts that Frame the Research 
The study of interactions among European and Amerindian populations after 
Columbus’ arrival in the late fifteenth century requires some discussion regarding the 
definitions of the terms “culture contact” and “colonialism.” A range of definitions of 
culture contact and colonialism appear in the writings of archaeologists such as Silliman 
(2005), Gosden (2004), and Cusick (1998). Although all of these scholars recognize the 
innate diversity of human encounters, the meanings and usage of these terms appears to 
vary according to research interests in relationships of power during such interactions.  
Silliman (2005) addresses the definitions and applications of the concepts of 
culture contact and colonialism to archaeological investigations of human encounters in 
the Americas after 1492. He brings this question of terminology to the attention of 
archaeologists to demonstrate how important an awareness of the connotations associated 
with these concepts can be for interpretations of indigenous-European interactions. 
Silliman (2005:56) warns against an “uncritical use of culture contact terminology for 
clearly colonial contexts” because the practice creates images of short-term encounters 
which overlook the severity of colonial interactions. He believes archaeologists must be 
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cognizant of the inferences their terminology may make regarding the dynamics of 
colonial encounters. 
Silliman (2005:58) describes culture contact as a term used by archaeologists to 
“refer to groups of people coming into or staying in contact for days, years, decades, 
centuries, or even millennia.” He believes the general nature of this definition provides 
researchers with a comparative framework for the evaluation of cross-cultural encounters 
across a broad range of contact conditions and time periods. On the other hand, Cusick 
(1998:4) defines culture contact as “a predisposition for groups to interact with 
‘outsiders’- a necessity created through human diversity, settlement pattern, and desire 
for change- and to want to control that interaction.” This definition is based on the 
assumption that human societies do not exist in isolation for any extended period of time. 
In this way, all societies are viewed as at least “partial products” of cross-cultural 
interactions and communication (Cusick 1998:3). Gosden (2004:5) emphasizes this point 
as well when he describes culture contact as a principal component of human nature 
where “all cultural forms are in contact with others.” Cusick (1998:3) characterizes 
culture contact as a continuum that includes both the contributions of contact, such as 
information exchange and the creation of social identities, as well as, the disruptive 
aspects of change and conflict. This continuum ranges from small-scale interactions 
among groups of equal power to larger, global encounters positioned within systems of 
domination and imposed change. Cusick (1998:5) stresses that this continuum is not 
meant to be interpreted as chronological or evolutionary because it includes multiple 
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scales of interaction which require agents that “exist within prevailing historical, 
sociopolitical, and economic contexts.”  
Definitions of colonialism, unlike interpretations of culture contact, bring 
attention to relationships of power and control among groups during cultural interactions. 
Gosden acknowledges the challenge of separating the concepts, but identifies power as 
the defining difference in terminology. Gosden (2004:5) recognizes the diverse nature of 
contact, but believes “what differentiates colonialism from other aspects of contact are 
issues of power, which… is a differential power of material culture to galvanize and 
move people.” His definition of colonialism for archaeology revolves around power and 
the exchange, reinterpretation, or rejection of its values as followed through patterns of 
consumption. 
Gosden (2004) addresses the concept of a colony and evaluates the role of 
archaeology in the study of colonialism. Gosden points out that an idea of a colony, a 
settlement in a new country subject to a parent state, is much older than meanings of 
colonialism and that the use of these terms may be confounded by interpretations of their 
relationship. He challenges statements made by scholars like M. I. Finley (1976) that 
claim colonialism only occurs where colonies exist. Finley (1976:174) describes the 
history of colonies as “the history of the ways in which the power, prestige and profits of 
some countries were enhanced (or so they hoped) by external dependencies of migrant 
settlers.” Finley’s (1976:184) writings about the typology of colonies emphasize the 
acquisition of land and labor by dominant European powers through the subjugation of 
“technically backward” indigenous populations. The native peoples, or subjugated 
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populations of colonies, are described as “incapable of concerted action” and “hopelessly 
outclassed in their ability to apply force” when compared with Europeans (Finley 
1976:184).  
Gosden counters these thoughts by broadening the definition of colonialism 
beyond relationships of political and economic control to include his study of changing 
human relationships with material culture. Gosden (2004:3) states, “Colonialism is a 
particular grip that material culture gets on the bodies and minds of people, moving them 
across space and attaching them to new values.” Gosden (2004:24) believes a model of 
colonialism should “focus on the nature of power and its relationships; it should start 
from material culture and human relations with the world; it should allow for an 
understanding of agency, arising from the premise that it is very rare that anyone or any 
group is completely powerless.” He presents this model as a way to move away from 
conceptual relationships between domination and passivity or core and periphery that 
have been applied to earlier studies of colonial encounters. 
Silliman (2005) discusses the use of culture contact in relation to colonialism in 
order to critique the ways in which he believes some archaeologists have misapplied 
contact terminology to colonial encounters and have diminished the severity of the 
interactions. Silliman (2005:58) presents a general definition of colonialism as “the 
process by which a city- or nation-state exerts control over people- termed indigenous- 
and territories outside of its geographical boundaries.” He notes that the process of 
colonialism may involve the establishment of colonies under a system of imperialism. 
Empires practice imperialism when they exert political control over subjugated colonies. 
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Imperialism is a type of colonialism “where there are colonies tied together into one 
political structure, which has a series of ideological, economic, and cultural implications” 
(Gosden 2004:5).  
Silliman’s (2005:59) use of the term colonialism refers to a dual process “of 
attempted domination by a colonial/settler population based on perceptions and actions of 
inequality, racism, oppression, labor control… and of resistance, acquiescence, and living 
through these by indigenous people who never permit these processes to become final 
and complete and who frequently retain or remake identities and traditions in the base of 
often brutal conditions.” He shapes this definition to respond to postcolonial efforts to 
call attention to the power of local agency and resistance and to avoid an assumption of 
unidirectional change guided by European control. Thomas (1991) reiterates Silliman’s 
response by questioning inferences about the reactive nature of colonized responses. He 
encourages critiques of colonial discourses to avoid maintaining the assumption “that 
prospectively or already colonized places are tabula rasa for the projection of European 
power and European representations” (Thomas 1991:36). Thomas (1991:84) states, “The 
character of early contact was often such that foreigners were in no position to enforce 
their demands; consequently, local terms of trade often had to be acceded to; and even 
much later, when plantation regimes had been established, intrusive Europeans frequently 
found that they could not make laborers of unwilling islanders.” Like Gosden, Thomas 
and Silliman reject unidirectional models of colonialism defined by European domination 
by recognizing the important role of the power of resistance and agency held by the 
colonized peoples.    
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Murray (2004) believes the impetus behind the establishment of many European 
colonies was economic. He uses the concept of “settler societies” as a way to make 
comparisons among various colonial societies on a global scale. Murray (2004:5-6) 
defines “settler societies” as the “product of a mass European immigration where people 
settled on land appropriated by conquest, treaty, or simple dispossession from indigenous 
groups.” Despite variations in the form and structure of these societies, “settler societies” 
are characterized by a “link between mass migration, major ecological change, the 
introduction of new diseases, and catastrophic impact on the viability of indigenous 
populations” (Murray 2004:6). Murray presents this framework as just one type of 
colonial formation that can be used to explore the diversity of the colonial experience 
through comparison.   
As shown by this brief overview of “culture contact” and “colonialism” 
terminology, the definitions and applications of these concepts to archaeological 
investigations of human contact in the Americas after the fifteenth century vary according 
to the identification and discussion of power relationships. For the purposes of this study, 
the efforts of the English Crown to establish a fortified settlement in the Bay Islands are 
interpreted as colonialism. According to Jordan (2009:32), “The colonizing group 
politically and economically incorporates the land, population, and resources of the 
colonized in order to maintain and manage the colony, and often exports resources or 
wealth to the metropolitan homeland.” The interactions among English settlers and 
indigenous populations at the site of Augusta resulted in contact between groups of 
people, but the intentions behind these interactions stemmed from the Crown’s 
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motivation to wield political and economic authority over western Caribbean territories. 
The Crown sought to establish and protect its mercantile interests in the region in order to 
gain a foothold in the Americas and to weaken Spain’s sphere of influence. Following the 
direction of Silliman (2005) and Jordan (2009), I view these English settlements through 
the lens of colonialism to acknowledge both the extended period of contact between 
Europeans and indigenous populations for political and economic reasons, as well as, the 
long-term consequences of these interactions on the history and identity of contemporary 
Bay Islanders.   
I also address the concepts of identity and heritage because this research provides 
evidence about Roatán’s colonial history, which may be incorporated into current 
conversations about the identity of contemporary Bay Island populations. Stonich 
(2000:27) brings attention to contemporary questions about the identity of Bay Islanders 
by referencing the following statements made by the Honduran Minister of Culture to an 
audience of Bay Islanders in 1996: “We don’t know where you came from… We don’t 
know who you are.” Stonich believes that these sentiments are shared by many Spanish-
speaking Hondurans who believe Bay Islanders are neither “Honduran” nor 
“indigenous.” In order to counter those who claim Bay Islanders have no history, Stonich 
(2000:48) emphasizes the important contribution the years of conflict between England 
and Spain in the Caribbean have made to the current sense of identity among Bay 
Islanders. She believes a better understanding of Bay Islander identity depends on a 
clearer comprehension of the history of the islands. 
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The term “indigenous” is commonly applied to contemporary populations that 
continue to occupy the geographical homelands of their ancestors. The concept refers to a 
collective attachment to geographically distinct habitats or ancestral territories, but it has 
also been used to make distinctions between dominant and subordinate cultural groups. 
Such a broad concept has made it difficult for scholars to reach a consensus about the 
definition of the term. Corntassel’s (2003) review of the indigenous definitions generated 
by prominent social scientists reveals the complexity of the concept.  While debate 
continues to circulate around the specific defining characteristics of indigenous peoples, 
the definitions emphasize similar points. Indigenous definitions highlight the descendants 
of original inhabitants of a geographical region, the introduction of colonial domination 
in these ancestral lands, and those peoples who wish to continue following the cultural 
traditions of their ancestors (Corntassel 2003:78-69). Joyce (2003:81) refers to the 
ideology of indigenismo which recognizes that contemporary Central American 
populations have “roots in the pre-Hispanic past.” This concept “acknowledges the 
continuing existence of distinct indigenous peoples, while projecting their integration into 
one nation in the future” (Joyce 2003:81; deLugan 2000). For the purposes of this study, 
the term indigenous is used to describe the non-European inhabitants living around the 
Bay of Honduras who came into contact with Europeans as a result of colonization. 
The concept of heritage is commonly associated with discussions about the 
preservation of material and intangible culture. Material culture includes architecture, 
landscape features, and physical objects, while intangible culture represents artistic 
performances, language, and memories. According to Tunbridge and Ashworth (1996:1), 
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the meaning of the term heritage was “derived from the idea of an individual’s 
inheritance from a deceased ancestor.” This understanding of the concept has been 
generally accepted among researchers, but more recent use of the term has broadened its 
meaning to include a variety of aspects ranging from physical objects to the natural 
environment. Wider interpretations of the concept have been applied to an array of 
contexts: physical objects from the past or locations associated with past events or 
personalities; non-physical aspects of the past such as individual and collective 
memories; the cultural activities of a society; elements from the natural landscape such as 
plant and animal species; commercial activities such as tourism related to a remembered 
past (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:1-2). In contrast to the concept of history, the ideas 
and events historians consider valuable for recording, “heritage is what contemporary 
society chooses to inherit and to pass on” (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996:6). 
Personal and community identities are shaped by both the material and intangible 
aspects of heritage, but this relationship between heritage and identity can spark conflict 
over “issues of indigenous land and cultural property rights” or between ethnic minorities 
and dominant majorities fighting to define and manage culture heritage. (Silverman and 
Ruggles 2007:3). Watters (2001) believes the field of historical archaeology plays an 
important role in the process of defining and characterizing cultural patrimony. He 
discusses how the residents of English Caribbean islands identify “first and foremost” 
with their respective islands and indigenous ancestors despite the tendency of non-
islanders to refer to all island inhabitants under the collective identity of West Indians 
(Watters 2001:84). Contemporary Caribbean islanders “regard the prehistory of the 
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indigenous people as part of their own national patrimony, although Native Americans 
continue to exist as distinct ethnic groups on very few islands (e.g., Dominica, St. 
Vincent) (Watters 2001:84). For the purposes of this research, the concept of heritage is 
used to refer to an individual’s sense of inheritance of material and intangible culture 
from deceased ancestors.  
 
Royalization as a Theoretical Concept 
In this dissertation I build on existing anthropological studies of culture contact 
and creolization by bringing together theoretical approaches from landscape archaeology, 
social agency, and practice into the complexities of cultural encounters. At the beginning 
of this investigation, I explore the philosophical motivations behind England’s desire for 
overseas territories and centralized colonial authority. I apply Bodin’s account of 
sovereignty and Smith’s concept of mercantilism to my research to study the ways in 
which the English Crown attempted to centralize colonial authority in England. As a 
sovereign nation, England pursued colonizing ventures to bolster trade and gain 
economically beneficial footholds in the Americas, particularly among the islands of the 
western Caribbean. This historical context helps us to understand why England 
implemented the royalization process in numerous colonies in both North America and 
the Caribbean during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The Crown and its 
advisory board, the Privy Council, granted royal colony charters to compete politically 
and economically with its European rivals, but in a way that structured the lives and 
spaces of its colonists to reaffirm salient English identity abroad.  
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English officials designed the royalization process as a means to emphasize the 
lifestyle that the Crown afforded its overseas citizens through the structured use of space, 
an aspect of daily life that can be observed at sites like Augusta through the lens of 
landscape archaeology. English administrators and naval officers recommended New Port 
Royal harbor on Roatán Island, Honduras, as the location for a military settlement 
because of its strategic position in the Bay of Honduras and its natural defenses. 
Landscape archaeology provides the framework through which I examine both the 
natural and cultural characteristics of the Augusta landscape in order to understand why 
the area was chosen and how the environment was modified according to an English 
conception of space. References to cultural landscapes (Hood 1996) and settlement 
ecology (Anscheutz et al. 2001) are relevant to this investigation because they emphasize 
the importance for archaeologists to analyze human-environment interactions within their 
respective geographical and historical contexts. The structured use of space has been 
especially noted among colonial English plantation sites, where plantation owners sought 
to materialize ideal models of ordered plantations (Gosden 2004; Singleton 2001). For 
example, Delle (1998) argues that the organized arrangement of activity spaces at 
eighteenth century Jamaican plantations was intended to modify the behaviors of its 
occupants. Kealhofer’s (1999) study of colonial life in seventeenth century Virginia is 
another pertinent application of landscape archaeology that explores how English 
colonists created and used spaces in the landscape to express their identities.  
Framed by these discussions of historical motivations and human-landscape 
interactions, I take an agent-centered approach to the archaeological investigation of 
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Augusta to better understand the daily lives of its occupants and the ways in which their 
behaviors and interactions occurred within the constructed framework of the English 
royalization process (de Certeau 1984; Giddens 1984; Lefebvre 1991). The English 
Crown issued royal orders for the establishment of a military outpost in the Bay Islands 
to the governor of Jamaica. As a dependency of the royal colony of Jamaica, Augusta 
was overseen by a royal governor who represented the authority of the Crown. While the 
royalization process was meant to bring a uniform method to the governance of overseas 
territories, the physical distance between the Crown and its colonies left the 
implementation of policies often unenforced.  
The founding of Augusta brought a diverse group of cultural identities together as 
the site was built and occupied by English soldiers, English colonists from the Black 
River settlement in Honduras, and the Miskitu, England’s indigenous allies from 
mainland Honduras. By considering the royalization process as a practice, I follow 
Silliman (2009, 2010) who argues that archaeologists can gain greater insight into the 
material record by exploring the ways in which material objects were used in daily life. 
Rather than focusing on the origins of objects recovered from Augusta, I take into 
account the experiences and meanings the users may have had with these objects during 
every day practices. Historical descriptions of the Miskitu document their alliance with 
the English and the integration of English-made objects into expressions of authority 
among Miskitu kings, but we know very little about this relationship beyond the 
documentary record. For an archaeological study of royalization, I consider agency and 
practice theories in my interpretation of the archaeological record to explore how people 
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and objects interacted in colonial landscapes as well as the socioeconomic and political 
consequences of those interactions (Hauser and Hicks 2007:267). 
Building on McConville’s (2006) idea of “domestic royalization,” I address 
colonial relationships at Augusta by examining the mixed assemblages and deposits that 
were produced from daily practice as English and Miskitu settlers interacted in public 
settings. My research focuses on two notable contrasts at Augusta: 1) English and 
Miskitu tools and related materials that appear to have the same utilitarian function but 
were used interchangeably in shared contexts, and 2) the formal spaces in which the 
activities corresponding to these items took place (Mihok and Wells 2014). An agent-
centered approach therefore leads us to interrogate the archaeological record for how 
such objects and spaces were used, by whom, and when (Orser 1992). 
 
Research Objectives 
Through these tenets of landscape archaeology and social agency theory, I 
document and analyze the spatial organization and distribution patterns of artifacts and 
features found at Augusta, a site identified by my research team in June 2011 (Wells and 
Mihok 2011). The site, numbered PR12, is an eighteenth century English settlement that 
was occupied by English and Miskitu settlers from 1742 to 1748 (Clark et al. 1982; 
Horton 1985). Augusta’s connection with Jamaica made the settlement an extension of an 
existing royal colony, therefore granting the English Crown authority over the everyday 
lives of all Augusta’s occupants. As such, the spatial organization and material record of 
Augusta, as influenced by its Jamaican contemporary, may help to answer key questions 
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about the royalization process: 1) In what ways and to what extent did Augusta’s site plan 
and domestic inventories of material culture represent English worldview? 2) How did 
the English organize Miskitu residence and labor (and to what extent were Miskitu 
collaborators or willing participants in these efforts)? and 3) What kinds of activities did 
English and Miskitu pursue on a daily basis, and did some work involve cooperation?  
In order to address these questions, I organized my research design according to 
three specific objectives:  
 
 Research Objective 1: To interrogate historical documents for an understanding of 
 the motivational factors contributing to the selection and organization of a 
 colonial English settlement on Roatán Island. 
 
 Research Objective 2: To document the spatial organization of the eighteenth 
 century English settlement of Augusta on Roatán Island. 
 
 Research Objective 3: To analyze the distribution patterns of European and non-
 European material culture at the English settlement of Augusta on Roatán Island.  
 
This research integrates both historical and archaeological methods into the overall 
research design by including documentary research, pedestrian survey, surface collection, 
photographic documentation, subsurface testing, and artifact and soil chemical analyses.  
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Methods 
The documentary evidence selected for this research was analyzed to investigate 
the intentions of the English Crown in establishing a military settlement in the Bay 
Islands, as well as to obtain descriptions of the site and its surrounding environmental 
conditions. In this research, I focus on the English Crown’s political and economic goals 
for its settlements in the Caribbean, the governance structure of royal colonies, and 
historical descriptions of the spatial organization of Augusta. Islands in the western 
Caribbean held great interest for English government officials and merchants who sought 
strategic locations for the support and protection of their military and economic pursuits. 
As England’s attention became drawn to the lands and peoples living around the Bay of 
Honduras, specifically along the Mosquito Coast, the search for possible settlement 
locations intensified and focused on the Bay Islands of Honduras.  
The site of Augusta is located on a ridge overlooking New Port Royal harbor. The 
documentary evidence obtained through archival research was compared with extant 
historical maps, contemporary topographical maps, and GPS and photographic data 
collected during reconnaissance surveys. The integration of historical evidence from 
these sources provided information regarding the location, size, and purpose of the 
eighteenth century English settlements along the coastline of Port Royal harbor and was 
used to guide archaeological surface and subsurface methods. 
A preliminary pedestrian survey of the site was conducted during the summer of 
2010. The site has been damaged partly by the construction of a road that cuts through 
the south side of the settlement from east to west. During this survey, I identified several 
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sherds of tin-glazed earthenwares, bottle glass fragments, and ceramic pipestems 
indicative of eighteenth century occupation. In 2011, the portion of the site immediately 
north of the road cut was mapped using a total station surveying instrument, gathering 
both spatial and elevation data. During the 2012 field season, our research team used GPS 
equipment, topographic maps, and a total station surveying instrument in the field to 
conduct a full coverage pedestrian survey of Augusta in order to assess the spatial 
organization of this military settlement that had been inhabited by English and Miskitu 
occupants from 1742 to 1748 (Armstrong 2001; Begley 1999).  
Subsurface testing methods were used during both the 2011 and 2012 field 
seasons to gather data on the spatial distribution and quantities of both European and non-
European artifacts. Based on artifact and feature patterning, the locations of excavation 
test units were situated within areas indicating the strongest potential for data recovery. 
By incorporating subsurface testing methods into my research, I follow the work of 
Watters’ (2001) and Turnbaugh (1996) who discuss how material culture studies have 
become integral components of research in historical archaeology, specifically in areas of 
the Caribbean. These types of investigations have focused on the study of imported and 
locally produced ceramics because comparable imported ceramics have been found at 
English sites in North America and the Caribbean. 
The GPS and archaeological data obtained during the pedestrian survey and 
surface collection was utilized to produce detailed maps of these settlements using a grid 
system. These maps were used to create topographic maps of the sites referencing the 
1997 Instituto Geográfico Nacional map of Roatán-Barbareta. This equipment was also 
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used to plot the locations of artifacts and features identified during survey, as well as test 
units for subsurface excavation. Excavation data and artifact analyses were entered into a 
laptop computer in the field. These data were analyzed quantitatively through exploratory 
data analysis and presented spatially using ArcGIS Arcview and Surfer software. The 
initial processing, analysis, and cataloging of ceramic types and glass artifacts took place 
at the field laboratory on Roatán. All other artifacts were classified on the basis of 
material type, function, and/or morphological characteristics (Mihok and Wells 2014).  
 
Organization of the Dissertation 
 In this dissertation, I address the concept of English royalization by examining the 
effects of this process on the spatial organization and daily lives of the occupants of 
Augusta, an eighteenth century settlement on Roatán Island. After introducing the 
research objectives and methods employed in this project in Chapter 1, Chapter 2 
addresses the primary theoretical perspectives that have been applied to culture contact 
studies. In this chapter I discuss the conceptual frameworks of landscape archaeology and 
its application to the archaeological investigation of English royalization in the Bay 
Islands. Through the lens of an agent-centered perspective, I argue that royalization was a 
challenging process for the English Crown to enforce and that the lives of English 
colonists and indigenous peoples were complex and intertwined. Chapter 3 provides 
historical context for European colonialism in the western Caribbean, particularly around 
the Bay of Honduras, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The gradual 
strengthening of relationships between English and Miskitu peoples contributed to both 
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the emergence of the Miskitu Kingdom and the establishment of Augusta on Roatán 
Island. Following this background, Chapter 4 outlines the historical research and 
archaeological methods utilized in the research design. I discuss the application of this 
integrated interdisciplinary research to the examination of English royalization at the site 
of Augusta. In Chapter 5, I provide an overview of the historical and archaeological data 
recovered over the course of four field seasons conducted at Augusta between 2009 and 
2012. I end this dissertation with Chapter 6, which includes my interpretations of the 
documentary record and archaeological data, but also comments about limitations to 
these methods. I compare our findings from Augusta with other English settlements in the 
Caribbean and provide recommendations for future investigations. 
 
Significance of Research 
Through historical research, along with archaeological survey and excavation, our 
research team collected important documentary and spatial information from the English 
settlement of Augusta on Roatán Island, a highly contested region in the western 
Caribbean between Spain and England during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
(Dunn 1972). The political, social, and economic effects of English colonialism in the 
Americas cannot be underestimated. As Farnsworth (2001: xvii-xix) states, “Although 
Americans today view the Caribbean as merely their backyard, most European nations 
(excluding Spain) considered their Caribbean island colonies far more important (and 
lucrative) than their colonies on the mainland.” Colonial settlements on Caribbean 
islands, such as Augusta, played pivotal roles in the support and defense of the early 
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spread of globalization and capitalism. The relationship the English Crown attempted to 
forge with royal colonies in the Americas affected the behaviors of their colonists as well 
as the lives and environments of the indigenous populations. By applying an agent-
centered perspective to the interpretation of the material remains recovered from 
Augusta, I argue that interactions among the English and Miskitu residents of this 
settlement were fluid and that the cultural markers of both groups were exchanged and 
used in various ways with various intentions.  
 
Summary 
 During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, islands in the western Caribbean 
became battlegrounds for the opposing economic and political interests of a variety of 
European stakeholders including rulers, investors, merchants, and settlers. In this research 
I investigate the archaeological remains of Augusta, an English settlement occupied from 
1742 to 1748 on Roatán Island, Honduras. Through the theoretical frameworks of 
landscape archaeology and social agency, I explore the ways in which the occupants of 
Augusta founded their settlement and proceeded to acclimatize to their social and natural 
environments. In this research, I draw attention to the daily lives of all settlers at Augusta, 
both English and Miskitu, and investigate how they interacted and expressed themselves 
through the material remains of daily life within the context of the English royalization 
process. The data collected through historical research, archaeological survey, and 
subsurface testing, provide documentary and spatial information about the ways in which 
the English Crown governed its Caribbean colonies and how the occupants of such 
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settlements expressed their identities through the everyday practice of daily life. By 
enhancing national and local knowledge of Roatán’s history, this research will lead to a 
deeper understanding of the value of the island’s historical and archaeological resources 
and further augment understanding of local cultural heritage.  
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CHAPTER TWO: THE LANDSCAPE OF ROYALIZATION 
 
Introduction 
Culture contact studies have been influenced by a number of theoretical 
perspectives that are indicative of the range of approaches anthropologists have applied to 
the investigation of human interaction, particularly colonial encounters. Throughout this 
study, I build on the polythetic character of these theorectical perspectives of culture 
contact to better understand the causes and effects of English royalization in the 
Caribbean during the eighteenth century. Through the tenets of landscape archaeology 
and agency theory, I scrutinize the documentary record and archaeological data from 
Augusta to examine how its occupants lived within the social context of royalization, yet 
made choices and expressed themselves in the social spaces of everyday practice.  
 
Culture Contact 
In “Memorandum for the Study of Acculturation,” Redfield, Linton, and 
Herskovits (1936:149) define acculturation as a concept that “comprehends those 
phenomena which result when groups of individuals having different cultures come into 
continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of 
either or both groups.” This definition applies to both amicable and antagonistic types of 
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encounters and to interactions between entire populations and selected groups from 
separate populations such as traders or missionaries (Cusick 1998a; Rogers 1993; 
Rubertone 2000; Wagner 1998). Applications of the acculturation model to the study of 
culture contact have been criticized for depicting the process of cultural change as 
exchanges between dominant and passive cultures and for being descriptive rather than 
explanatory. Critiques of acculturation models describe them as ethnocentric approaches 
that suggest the impetus for change always moves from European to non-European 
groups rather than through a multidirectional flow of influence between cultural groups. 
Despite the model’s references to variations in the size, political organization, and power 
relations of cultural interactions, acculturative studies have tended to overlook power 
inequalities among societies involved in cultural interactions. The acculturation process 
has been interpreted as “unidirectional, imposed by a ‘dominant’ or ‘conquest’ culture 
onto a somewhat choiceless recipient culture” (Deagan 1998:26). Cusick (1998b:138) 
believes that a consideration of power relations is necessary for the study of culture 
contact and that “any model that ignores power relations in contact situations is an 
inadequate model” especially for studies of conquest or colonialism. 
Models based on the interests of political economy, the study of class divisions 
and competition for economic control, were integrated into culture contact studies as 
researchers moved away from descriptions of culture change to questions surrounding the 
reasons for culture contact. Interests in conflict and struggle within human society, which 
often results in the emergence of social, economic, and political inequality, have led 
many anthropologists to study the ways in which humans compete for control to best 
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serve their own economic interests. Interpretations of Marxist anthropology in relation to 
the study of culture contact appear in the works of American anthropologists Wolf (1982) 
and Mintz (1985). Unlike the tendency of acculturation to categorize indigenous societies 
as passive recipients of Western culture, American neo-Marxism recognizes a variety of 
effects of contact including resistance, accommodation, acceptance, as well as 
domination.  
Mintz (1985) studies the history of sugar production and consumption in the 
Caribbean to explore the global transformation of sugar from a European luxury item into 
a necessary component of global diets. Mintz (1985:xxix) explores the growth of a world 
market for tropical commodities like sugar “to show the special significance of a colonial 
product like sugar in the growth of world capitalism” Although the Spanish were 
responsible for introducing sugar to the Americas in the fifteenth century, their quest for 
precious metals in the Americas drew their attention away from the production of 
Caribbean commodities and allowed the English to move forward with the creation of a 
plantation system. Through his discussion of the production and consumption of sugar, 
Mintz illustrates how the versatility of sucrose as a commodity shaped and transformed 
its social and economic value in England and around the globe. Mintz (1985:157) 
describes the nineteenth century English view of sugar as an “essential” commodity that 
came to represent the “growing strength and solidity of the empire and of the classes that 
dictated its policies.”  
World systems literature, based on Wallerstein’s (1974) economic model of a 
world system composed of core areas and peripheral regions, has also influenced the 
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writings of scholars studying the dynamics of culture contact (Delle 1998; Gosden 2004; 
Rice 1998; South 1988). Critiques of world-systems theory, much like acculturation, 
include its inclination to create dichotomies regarding the relationships between core and 
peripheral zones where core regions are interpreted as active, dominant powers that take 
advantage of passive recipients for economic gain (Cleland 1993; DeCorse 1998; Deitler 
1998; Stein 1998). According to the critique of Leone and Potter (1988:6-7), the world 
systems model is “limited in its ability to handle other cultures” and perpetuates 
“categories of the dominant, a process Marxists term hegemony.” World-systems and 
acculturative models tend to make assumptions about the power relations involved in 
core-periphery interactions where the cores determine the nature of the relationships 
without considering agency, choice, or variability within peripheral regions.  
 
Post-Colonialism 
Contemporary anthropological and archaeological investigations into the 
complexities of culture contact have been influenced most recently by the variety of 
interests and perspectives posited by postprocessual interests of the 1980s and 
discussions surrounding the five hundredth anniversary of initial contact between Europe 
and the Americas in 1492. Rather than follow earlier acculturative or world systems 
models that tend to describe unidirectional interactions between dominant and passive 
cultures, post-colonial studies envision culture contact situations as multidirectional 
encounters that involve aspects of change, continuity, exchange, adoption, and rejection. 
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 Deagan (1998) notes that historical archaeologists working in the Caribbean in 
the 1990s have gone back to Ortiz’s (1940) concept of transculturation and Foster’s 
(1960) discussion of donor and recipient cultures to recognize the dynamic nature of 
culture contact, the role of local agency, and the variability of interregional interactions. 
Ortiz’s (1940) idea of transculturation, rather than acculturation, interprets culture contact 
as a multidirectional process that acknowledges the variability of change inherent in 
cultural interactions. Anthropologists studying cultural change have also used John 
Moore’s (1994) concept of ethnogenesis, the “genesis of previously unrecognized ethnoi 
who combine and transform elements of multiple cultural traditions in forms and 
meanings” (Deagan 1998:29). In response to postprocessual interests in the role of local 
agency during cultural encounters, the multidirectional effects of “ethnogenesis and 
transculturation are increasingly perceived as more accurate (or at least more appropriate) 
characterizations of culture change after contact in Spanish America” (Deagan 1998:29).  
Deagan (1998:30) states: 
The shift of focus from acculturation and linear change to one of transculturation 
 and ethnogenesis in the Spanish colonial arena has been one of the most important 
 departures from pre-Quincentenary archaeological research and one that is most 
 successfully able to respond to the postprocessual concern with incorporating the  
 various cultural perspectives of all (or at least more than one) sets of players in 
 the past arena being studied. 
 
The application of creolization theory to the study of culture change and 
colonization represents an additional way in which anthropologists have come to move 
beyond acculturation and recognize the multidirectional nature of culture contact. Ewen 
(2000) refers to Deetz’s (1996) and Ferguson’s (1992) descriptions of the creolization 
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process and the relevance of this concept to historical archaeology. These definitions 
emphasize the multifaceted relations and exchanges that occur among two or more 
cultural groups at points of contact. Ferguson (1992:xli-xlii) describes the creolization 
process as a “multicultural adjustment” where “mixed cultures” are produced through 
encounters and interactions. According to Orser (1996:122), this process produces “a new 
culture from many diverse strands.” These interactions are represented by artifacts such 
as Colono Ware, a type of pottery created through the blending of African, Native 
American, and European cultures (Ferguson 1992; Orser 1996).  Wilkie (2000:11) 
describes creolization as the process through which cultural perceptions and practices are 
maintained, yet modified, as the result of contact. Wilkie (2000:11) illustrates this 
process within archaeology by equating the introduction of new artifacts into a cultural 
system to the incorporation of new words into a language. While new words may be 
adopted quickly into language, the existing vocabulary and linguistic rules shape the 
ways in which the new words are used (Wilkie 2000:11). Loftfield (2001) believes an 
understanding of the creolization process is essential to any study of Caribbean culture. 
Changes occurred among post-contact European, Amerindian, and African populations in 
the Caribbean as a “consequence of exposure to new cultures” through the practices of 
colonization and the slave trade (Loftfield 2001:207). In this way, encounters among the 
diverse cultures of the Caribbean led to cultural changes among all groups involved in 
these interactions.  
Deagan’s (2004) archaeological work at the En Bas Saline site in Haiti serves as 
an example of these Quincentenary concerns by challenging assumptions about the 
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disintegration and collapse of Taíno culture after contact with Europeans in the late 
fifteenth century. Rather than accept the idea that the pre-contact organization of Taíno 
social, economic, political, and ideological life deteriorated after contact along with 
dwindling population numbers, Deagan uses the material record to evaluate that 
archaeology of the Taíno response to the encounter. Through the lens of gender roles, 
Deagan (2004:622) found evidence for the incorporation of Taíno practices into Spanish 
domestic spaces “through the agency of Taíno women who married or lived with Spanish 
men,” while “the reverse situation-Spanish influence in the households of En Bas Saline 
communicated through Indian men in contact with Spaniards- did not occur.”   
As a twentieth century theoretical paradigm, post-colonialism draws attention to 
processes of cultural formations and to colonial experiences of both the colonized and the 
colonizer. Inspired by the work of Said (1978), post-colonial theory advocates for an 
interest in the variability of local responses to colonial interactions by rejecting a global 
approach to the study of culture contact and by emphasizing indigenous agency. This 
theoretical perspective opens up dialogue about the history and effects of colonialism by 
questioning and challenging its “representations, discourses, ideologies” (Liebmann 
2008:4). Gosden (2004), like Liebmann, emphasizes the importance of incorporating 
material culture studies into the context of colonial encounters. Gosden commends the 
work of Thomas (1991) for its approach to the study of material culture from a post-
colonial perspective. Gosden (2004:20) identifies material objects as the “basis of much 
local strategy” and believes an understanding of these responses can only be gathered 
from the material record. 
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Silliman (2001) provides an alternative theoretical model for the interpretation of 
labor relations within the context of culture contact and colonial situations. His work 
reflects contemporary archaeological interests in moving away from the use of 
acculturation models so the variability in local agency and indigenous responses to 
cultural encounters may be recognized. Silliman (2001:402) believes that an 
archaeological focus on identity and the social negotiation of labor will help to “short-
circuit the polarization of groups into those who ‘acculturated’ and those who resisted by 
concentrating on the lived experience of individuals within labor regimes.” He presents 
his work at Mission San Antonio de Padua, an eighteenth century mission complex in 
south central California, as a case study for the application of his theoretical approach to 
labor as practice. His model broadens the economic framework of labor to include its role 
as a tool of social control and resistance by drawing from theories of practice which tend 
to focus on “individuals, daily practices, and the interplay of structure and social agency” 
(Silliman 2001:381). Whereas other historical archaeologists have approached labor 
organization through world systems theory, Silliman (2001:382) believes 
“anthropologists must examine not just how colonial labor existed in form or function but 
how individuals used and experienced it, whether forced or voluntary.”  
For the purposes of this dissertation, I follow the lead of post-colonial scholars by 
addressing the multidirectional nature and complexities of English-Miskitu interactions at 
Augusta. Rather than view these colonial relationships as unidirectional or purely derived 
from economic associations of trade and production, I argue that cultural encounters, like 
those explored on Roatán Island, were much more complicated. These interactions cannot 
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be interpreted with restrictive approaches such as acculturation or political economy. I 
have chosen to investigate these complex relationships through the theoretical approaches 
of landscape archaeology and social agency theory.  
 
Landscape Archaeology 
 An archaeological investigation into past relationships between the eighteenth 
century occupants of Augusta and their Caribbean surroundings requires a discussion of 
the term landscape and an understanding of the distinguishing characteristics of natural 
and cultural landscapes.  
 A landscape generally refers to an area or region of geographical space. 
According to Sauer (1929), the concept represents the English interpretation of a word 
used among German geographers for a shape of land. Sauer (1929:26) argues that each 
landscape exhibits originality as a result of its respective geographical locations and 
historical contexts. These unique attributes appear in the semblances of distinct physical 
and cultural forms within the designated area of geographical space. The natural 
landscape, or physical structure of the geographic space, includes climate, land forms, 
soils, coastlines, and vegetation. A cultural landscape is the result of a cultural group’s 
interactions with the natural landscape, often the ceremonial or ritualized use of the 
environment (Sauer 1929; Butzer 1982; Wells et al. 2004). Fisher and Feinman (2005) 
consider human-environment interactions as processes of change for both humans and the 
environment. Human-environment relationships are “continually renegotiated” as humans 
modify landscapes in search of political or social goals and confront challenges from the 
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environment that are “beyond human control” (Fisher and Feinman 2005:64). As of 1992, 
UNESCO World Heritage Centre formally recognized the significance of interactions 
between humans and the environment by introducing the category of cultural landscape 
to its list of internationally recognized protected sites. The World Heritage Centre defines 
cultural landscapes as combined works of nature and of man. Williams (1996:9) 
acknowledges the significance of the recognition of these combined features where “both 
the natural and cultural aspects of the site are inextricably linked.”  
 Marquardt and Crumley (1987:6) emphasize the spatial aspect of landscape 
archaeology where a landscape represents the “spatial manifestation of relations between 
human groups and their environments.” Past populations impact the environment through 
daily interactions with their physical surroundings and leave material traces of these 
behaviors and activities. Marquardt and Crumley (1987:7) refer to these human imprints 
as “landscape signatures,” the tangible, identifiable remnants or “material residues” 
produced through such relations. More than geographical spaces or environmental 
surroundings, landscapes are canvases on which past peoples leave concrete clues about 
their activities and behaviors. According to Branton (2009:51), landscape approaches are 
primarily concerned with spatial relationships where places and space are “dynamic 
participants in past behavior, not merely setting (affecting human action) or artifact 
(affected by human action).” An understanding of the spatial relationships expressed 
through archaeological landscapes, such as the constructed environment of a colony, as 
well as the identification and interpretation of artifacts, is important to a contemporary 
understanding of past human behavior.  
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 Hood (1996:123) argues that landscapes are the “physical spaces perceived and 
utilized by humans both explicitly and implicitly.” He believes landscapes exist within a 
“continuum of human perception and usage” where the spaces between intentional 
manipulations of the environment such as pre-planned gardens and seemingly unmodified 
land are “incidental spaces created by human activity” (Hood 1996:122). Hood calls 
attention to those spaces in the landscape that lie between the recognized definitions of 
formal and natural landscapes for their critical role in the interpretation of the relationship 
between past human behavior and material culture. He emphasizes this connection 
between cultural practices and their effects on the physical environment through his use 
of the term cultural landscape. Hood’s use of this concept makes reference to 
architectural features, gardens, and settlement patterns where “each of these physical loci, 
as culturally defined space, has historically derived meanings” (Hood 1996:123). 
According to Hood, cultural landscapes, such as the English colonies, must be studied 
within their respective historical and geographical contexts. Even though references to 
English colonists imply a sense of uniformity and similarity regarding their cultural 
worldview, investigations into the relationships between English colonists and their 
colonial landscapes reveal tremendous variation across the English colonial empire. 
Hood’s investigation and comparison of English landscapes in England with one in New 
England shows how much disparity existed between English relationships with 
landscapes. Hood recognizes a “lack of English cultural continuity” in their approaches to 
the physical environment and believes such comparisons reveal “how important the 
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landscape is to social relations and how people actively manipulate it as part of their 
social strategies” (1996:125).  
Anscheutz et al. (2001:181) expound on this concept of landscapes by describing 
people as “agents who contribute to conditions warranting the restructuring and 
reorganization of their interactions with their physical settings, with other members of 
their respective communities, and with residents of other communities.” While Hood 
(1996) uses the term cultural landscape to describe the dynamic relationship between 
cultural practices and the physical environment, Anscheutz et al. (2001) introduce the 
“settlement ecology” perspective as a way for archaeological investigations of landscapes 
to consider both historical and cultural perceptions of the environment. Anscheutz et al. 
(2001:177) argue that settlement ecology recognizes landscapes as the “products” of 
human relations with their physical surroundings and takes cultural perspectives into 
account as “filters” in how people use and organize the landscape. “Culturally 
conditioned patterns of environmental perception and land use traditions in turn affect the 
mode and tempo of change in groups interactions with their environment” (Anscheutz et 
al. 2001:177). Like Hood (1996), the settlement ecology perspective stresses the cultural 
perspectives of the people using a landscape and the ways in which their worldview and 
historical circumstances shape their relationship with the environment. This type of  
landscape approach “recognizes that the arenas of human occupation and action are 
multilayered and that each group in a particular physical setting imbues its own senses of 
place and time on that space regardless of the purposes, frequency, or intensity of use” 
(Anscheutz et al. 2001:185).   
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 Knapp and Ashmore (1999:10) interpret a landscape as the “arena in which and 
through which memory, identity, social order and transformation are constructed, played 
out, re-invented, and changed.”  They explore the categories of constructed, 
conceptualized, and ideational landscapes to acknowledge the diverse range of 
interpretations and interactions humans can have with the environment. Constructed 
landscapes include the tangible remnants of cultural activities such as burial mounds, 
monuments, houses, and gardens. Rather than exhibiting physical constructions across 
natural terrain, conceptualized landscapes are valued for “religious, artistic, or other 
cultural meanings invested in natural features rather than in material culture or 
monuments” (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:11). Ideational landscapes embody 
“imaginative” and “emotional” aspects that provide mental images of things and can also 
represent spiritual values (Knapp and Ashmore 1999:12). These landscapes may be 
associated with a group’s genealogical histories, morality lessons, and perceptions about 
the world. Knapp and Ashmore outline these categories to address how human groups 
actively interact with their environments as expressions of social order, identity, 
spirituality, or memories.  
 Kealhofer (1999) refers to Knapp and Ashmore’s landscape categories in her 
discussion of the archaeological investigation of seventeenth century English colonial life 
in the Tidewater region of Virginia. Rather than interpret the landscape as simply a 
backdrop to early colonial life in the Americas, Kealhofer recognizes landscapes as active 
components in human-environment relations. She describes this understanding of space 
as a “middle ground” where “people create places which define space, and people’s 
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identities are in turn defined by their place” (Kealhofer 1999:61). In the early years of 
colonial Virginia, the colonists created small-scale settlements consisting of temporary 
structures without a larger sense of community. Over time, individual and family 
identities came to be expressed through the construction of domestic spaces separated 
from public areas and the transition to more permanent architecture and planned 
settlements. Kealhofer (1999:76) describes the maturation of the colony between the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as “one of increasing elite control of the meanings 
of place, space, and social relationships.” “The meanings of conceived and constructed 
landscapes changed over time as community and individual identities re-shaped the land” 
(Kealhofer 1999:77).  
 
Sovereignty and Power 
 The decision to send English soldiers and their Miskitu allies to establish the 
settlement of Augusta on the island of Roatán in 1742 originated from broader political 
and economic aspirations of the British Crown in the Americas. As England sought to 
engage in international competition for land, wealth, and labor sources on a global scale, 
the Crown focused on the establishment of colonies in strategic locations around the 
globe to pursue these goals. Discussions about the founding of Augusta must be framed 
within the theoretical contexts of sovereignty and mercantile capitalism in order to 
recognize the importance of these concepts in English colonial procedures and 
royalization practices.  
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 The concept of centralized power stems from the writings of Jean Bodin, a 
sixteenth century French author who published his ideas about sovereignty in Les six 
livres de la république in 1576. Bodin defines sovereignty as “the absolute and perpetual 
power of a commonwealth… that is, the highest power of command” (Franklin 1992:1). 
Bodin uses the terms perpetual and absolute in his interpretation of power to emphasize 
that sovereign rule is not limited by length of time or function (Dunning 1896; Franklin 
1992). With absolute power, sovereign princes are not dependent or accountable to 
anyone other than God. For this reason, leaders do not have sovereignty, or perpetual 
power, if their rule is restricted by provisions such as term limits or is granted to the 
leader for a predetermined length of time or for a specific purpose. “The life tenure of 
supreme power, therefore, constitutes sovereignty in an individual. Sovereignty in this 
sense may be bestowed by a people on an individual, or be transferred from one 
individual to another, and in either case it is equally valid, so long as it is free from 
condition” (Dunning 1896:93). Sovereign princes have the power to make laws, but are 
not subject to laws made by their predecessors or laws made by themselves. Answerable 
only to God, sovereign princes are subject to divine and natural laws and “it is not in their 
power to contravene them unless they wish to be guilty of treason against God, and to 
war against Him” (Franklin 1992:13).  
 Bodin also describes sovereignty as indivisible, a concentration of power held by 
an individual or group necessary for the unity of the state. Franklin (1992:xiii) interprets 
this term to mean that “high powers of government” must be concentrated rather than 
allocated among separate people or agencies. Bodin recognizes three forms of 
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sovereignty among any commonwealth: a monarchy, where sovereignty is held by a 
single individual; an aristocracy, where sovereignty is held by only a small number; a 
democracy, where sovereignty is shared among all people (Franklin 1992:89). According 
to Bodin, sovereignty in any of these forms must be respected and obeyed for “contempt 
for one’s sovereign prince is contempt toward God” (Franklin 1992:46).  
 Bodin published his criteria for this concept of sovereignty during a time of unrest 
within France and across Europe. The shrinking number and consolidation of political 
entities across Europe between the fourteenth and eighteenth centuries resulted from 
increasing military competition among rulers for political and economic expansion. 
Frohnen (2012:607-608) believes “a combination of pressures at home to centralize 
administration and power for military purposes… and severe reductions in the 
supranational jurisdiction of the Holy Roman and the Catholic Church increasingly made 
the monarchy and its formal state the focus of legitimacy and power.” Bodin’s ideas 
about sovereignty are a reflection of such efforts among European monarchs to centralize 
power among a limited number of people for national and international goals. These 
writings also expose his personal response as a witness to the conflict and violence of 
French civil war and St. Bartholomew’s Day massacre. Almost a victim of the 1572 
massacre himself, Bodin feared for the united of the state and considered sovereignty a 
way to maintain domestic order and ensure justice (Franklin 1992; Krasner 2001). He 
viewed the Huguenots claims to the right of resistance against the king as a threat to the 
state and a “recipe for anarchy” (Franklin 1992:xxiii). The absolute power attributed to a 
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sovereign prince, as described by Bodin, was meant to ensure domestic stability and the 
survival of the state.  
 British colonial theories regarding the purpose and governance of colonial 
settlements revolved around national interest in the preservation and growth of the 
country’s economy. The growth of trade became the primary objective of the mercantile 
system between 1660 and 1775. The term “mercantile system” first appeared in Adam 
Smith’s book, The Wealth of Nations in 1776. In this text, Smith (1957:122) credits the 
discovery of America and a passage to the East Indies with the birth of the mercantile 
system, an economic framework intended to “enrich a great nation rather by trade and 
manufactures than by the improvement and cultivation of land, rather by the industry of 
the towns than by that of the country.” Mercantilism, also known as merchant capitalism, 
adhered to the premise that the economic strength of a country is tied to a positive 
balance of trade where exports outnumber imports. Smith (1957:137) describes the 
system as a way to “enrich every country” by encouraging exportation and discouraging 
importation.  
 Mercantalist advocates proposed specific strategies by which England, a country 
lacking domestic sources of gold and silver as well as other valuable commodities, could 
promote a “favourable” balance of trade and therefored strengthen its overall power 
among its European competitors (Knorr 1944: 17-18). The acquisition of foreign 
territories, or colonies, for the purposes of bolstering trade and gaining an economically 
beneficial foothold in the Americas was one of these strategies. Colonial territories 
lessened England’s dependence on imported foreign goods by serving the country as 
43 
 
domestic sources of raw materials that could be used for production within the country or 
exported to foreign markets once England’s internal needs were satisfied (Luard 1992). 
“In the process of European expansion, mercantile wealth pioneered routes of circulation 
and opened up channels of exchange. It relied on political and military power to seize 
zones of supply, to gain privileged access to suppliers, to bar interloping competitors in 
trade….” (Wolf 1982:88). According to Knorr (1944:23), mercantilists believed the 
maintenance and growth of state power could be found through trade and colonization 
where “the more England’s power would rest on colonies, and the less on foreign trade, 
the safer she could feel.” England’s desire to expand its colonial trade networks is evident 
in reports that document the growing increase of trade between the mother country and its 
North American colonies from 20 percent in 1715 to 34 percent by 1785 (Luard 
1992:228).   
 
Old Colonial System  
 The mercantile interests of the Old Colonial System (1660-1775) viewed colonies 
as possessions that were established to serve the political and financial concerns of the 
sovereign power (Farnsworth 2001; Knorr 1944; Smith 1957). In his discussion of 
plantations and colonies in December 1722, Trenchard (1754) considers two types of 
colonies: one created to maintain order in a conquered territory and one established for 
trade. As England sought to challenge the growing power of Spain, one political 
advantage of colonization came from the recognition that overseas settlements would 
provide England with strategic locations from which to attack a major source of Spanish 
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power, the trans-Atlantic supply of gold and silver from the Americas. Heightened 
competition over colonial territories occurred most frequently in “peripheral areas” like 
the Caribbean between England, Spain, and France (Luard 1992:241). English control 
over foreign territories located along these transportation routes gave English forces a 
foothold from which to harass Spanish fleets or the trading routes of any other enemy 
nations. Colonial expansion also gave England the opportunity to establish military bases 
to provide defense for existing English colonies under threat from rival European nations 
or hostile indigenous populations. These types of settlements offered staging points for 
military activities and places of refuge for merchant vessels and crews in need of rest and 
repair (Knorr 1944; Luard 1992). According to Luard (1992:248), considerations of 
colonies as primarily economic assets shifted by the mid-eighteenth century to an 
awareness of their value as military assets to be used to protect the country’s economic 
interests.  
 Strategic considerations for locations of natural resources also drew the attention 
of mercantilists. Commodities obtained or produced from colonial territories enabled 
England to reduce its dependence on foreign imports and also to increase the variety of 
its exports (Knorr 1944:19). In a letter sent to His Highness the Lord Protector, Samuel 
Lambe, a merchant, states that “… I have for the generall good observed there two chief 
waies that make a Nation rich and flourishing; By Armes and Conquest. By Forreign 
Traffick and Merchandize. To both which no people are more apt and prone than the 
English Nation” (Lambe 1657:1). Unrestricted access to the resources of overseas 
territories gave England a greater chance to achieve a positive balance of trade as 
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described in the writings of Smith. Trenchard (1754:3) believes that trading colonies 
“encrease the wealth and power of the native kingdom” because “no nation has, or ever 
had, all the materials of commerce within itself.” Military campaigns and trade shared a 
mutually beneficial relationship where the wealth acquired through trade supported wars 
fought to expand these trading routes and to take trade zones away from adversaries 
(Young and Levy 2011). English merchants competed with both Spain and France for 
access to resources and the monopoly over trade zones during the early eighteenth 
century. 
 Caribbean islands, especially those in the West Indies, held great economic 
interest for English merchants. The mercantilist desire for access to trading routes in this 
region became a strong motivating force behind colonization efforts (Young and Levy 
2011). Valuable staple crops such as tobacco, fruit, dyewoods, and sugar could be 
produced as well as other goods that would not compete with already established English 
exports (Knorr 1944:93). In a discussion about promising Caribbean locations for 
colonies, Reynell (1674:89) describes the island of Jamaica as a “place that will turn to a 
great advantage to the English… for Jamaica is situated so well for Trade, or conquest of 
the Main, if there be occasion, that no Island in the World lies like if for advantage: it 
being the Key of the Indies, and naturally the feat of Riches and Empire.” Merchants 
prioritized some commodities like salt and dyewoods as essential to the manufacturing 
industries of the nation, while other goods like sugar and tobacco were classified as 
luxury items. The “luxury” designation suggested that these items were unnecessary and 
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could be excluded from trade, but the demand for such goods among upper levels of 
English society kept attention and trade focused on them (Knorr 1944).   
 The quest for sources of goods, the creation of new markets, and the expansion of 
trade zones under the Old Colonial System pushed mercantilist advocates to consider 
colonies as possessions of the state, territories established and maintained to serve the 
needs of the mother country. Colonies belonged to the sovereignty; they supplied the 
nation with a domestic source of raw materials unavailable in the mother country and 
new markets for the consumption of English products. Strategically positioned colonies 
provided England with bases from which its military challenged the territorial claims of 
rival European nations and protected the lands and peoples already claimed by the 
English Crown.  As possessions of the state, colonies existed for the convenience of 
English citizens and their colonists were expected to remain subservient to the country 
and her wishes. Supporters of the Old Colonial System expressed the need for “absolute 
subservience” from colonial territories and classified colonists as customers or producers 
of goods rather than as fellow citizens (Knorr 1944). Although access to absolute 
sovereignty had been denied to both the King and Parliament after the Revolution of 
1688, the spirit of sovereignty continued to play a pivotal role in the founding and 
governance of English colonies around the globe. The English Bill of Rights was passed 
in 1688 as a result of the Revolution, which limited the power of both the King and 
Parliament by keeping both entities in check with one another (Frohnen 2012).  
 Despite moving toward a more limited government and the recognition of the 
rights of the people, England’s government still faced the question as to how far the 
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rights of English citizens extended beyond the physical boundaries of the mother country 
(Nelson 2011; Frohnen 2012). Sir William Blackstone discusses the application of 
English law to colonial territories in a series of lectures he presented at Oxford University 
in 1753. In these presentations, Blackstone makes a clear distinction between the laws 
that apply to a colony established in previously uninhabited territory versus one settled 
through conquest (Blackstone 1766; Frohnen 2012). According to Blackstone 
(1766:107), all English laws granted to English citizens as their birthright are effective 
and “immediately there in force” in uninhabited places settled and worked by English 
citizens. Although the application of English law may vary in these colonies on a case by 
case basis, the rights of English colonists in conquered lands are very different. 
Blackstone (1766:107) states that English law “has no allowance or authority” in 
conquered or ceded countries where lands have been obtained through treaties or the 
removal of indigenous populations. These territories are not part of the mother country, 
but rather “distinct (though dependent) dominions” (Blackstone 1766:107). The 
acquisition of land through conquest gives absolute sovereignty to the conqueror. 
According to this interpretation, English colonists who decided to settle in conquered 
territories agreed to these conditions and gave the English government complete authority 
to govern (Frohnen 2012). Blackstone (1766:109) states that “all his majesty’s colonies 
and plantations in America have been, are, and of right ought to be, subordinate to and 
dependent upon the imperial crown and parliament of Great Britain; who have full power 
and authority to make laws and statutes of sufficient validity to bind the colonies and 
people of America, subjects of the crown of Great Britain, in all cases whatsoever.”  
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 References to the question of authority over colonial territories erupted during the 
1770s as contentious relations emerged between England and its North American 
colonies. In 1775, John Wilkes, Lord Mayor of London, claimed that American colonists 
were demanding their rights as English citizens as presented in the Petition of Right 
(1628). This document outlined a list of rights belonging to English subjects that the King 
was prohibited from violating including the inability of the King to impose taxes without 
Parliament’s consent. As the government began to impose new taxes on its colonies to 
regulate trade and raise revenue, definitions about what was included within the realm of 
the British empire changed (Nelson 2011). The position argued by proponents of the 
“dominion theory” stated that Parliament held no jurisdiction over the American colonies 
because they existed “outside” the boundaries of the empire (Nelson 2011:535). The 
colonies were connected to England by the King because he alone had chosen to issue the 
necessary grants and charters. This perspective saw the King as the link because he 
“served the same constitutional role in each part of his dominions” and his “prerogative 
crossed the ocean” while Parliament’s authority remained confined to the mother country 
(Nelson 2011:535). James Wilson (1774) commented on these perceived limitations of 
Parliamentary authority over the affairs of English colonies in a pamphlet he wrote in 
1768, Considerations on the Nature and Extent of the Legislative Authority of the British 
Parliament (Nelson 2011:540). In this document Wilson (1774) states: 
 Those who launched into the unknown deep, in quest of new countries and 
 habitations, still considered themselves as subjects of the English Monarchs, and 
 behaved suitably to that character; but it no where appears, that they still 
 considered themselves as represented in an English Parliament, or that they 
 thought the authority of the English Parliament extended over them. 
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 Further dialogues about the ways in which to administer and govern colonial 
possessions varied among writers and government officials (Trenchard 1755; Labaree 
1935; Greene 2011; Nelson 2011). Trenchard (1754:4) believes the only two options for 
ensuring a colony’s dependence on the state are “by force” or “by using them well.” He 
quickly dimisses the use of force because he sees no consequence other than the ultimate 
destruction of the colony. He foresaw that the military involvement needed to maintain 
order through violence would eventually bring an end to planting and profit making in the 
colony. Instead, he suggests colonists be kept busy and content by employing them in 
productions that “will support themselves and families comfortably, and procure them 
wealth too, or at least not prejudice their mother-country” as a beneficial administrative 
relationship for everyone (Trenchard 1754:4). During the late seventeenth and early 
eighteenth centuries, the English government used its military primarily for the defense 
of its American colonies rather than subjugation. Some soldiers defended colonists from 
slave uprisings or attacks from rival powers like French Canada and Spanish Florida in 
America, while a larger number of troops remained in the more “exposed” Caribbean 
colonies (Greene 2011:21). 
 
Agency Theory 
 By combining the framework of landscape archaeology with a post-colonial 
perspective recognizing the complex dynamics of social agency, I use this archaeological 
research to evaluate both the natural and cultural aspects of Augusta’s colonial landscape 
in order to better understand the context in which the English royalization process 
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occurred on the island of Roatán in the early eighteenth century. From this standpoint, 
royalization is often discussed as a set of specific actions that engender loyalty among 
whole populations (Jasanoff 2008; Nelson 2011; Stanwood 2011). Such a view fails to 
recognize the concrete ways in which royalization was a negotiated and contested process 
of meaning making, and thus homogenizes groups or classes of people and ignores the 
messy realities of daily life. Moreover, while archaeological research on households over 
the past 20 years has provided rich details of domestic lifecycles, archaeologists have 
largely studied households as aggregates, “as the homogenous sum of the individuals 
within it” (Prossor et al. 2012:2), instead of analyzing the microhistories of specific 
individuals and their relationships with assemblages and deposits. 
I leave these traditions and take an agent-centered perspective (de Certeau 1984; 
Lefebvre 1991; Giddens 1984), which establishes an understanding of royalization in 
sociality and materiality and provides a useful juxtaposition to the documentary record. 
Giddens (1984:9) describes agency as the ability of a person to complete an action during 
which time the person can choose an individualized sequence of behaviors. Agency is the 
act of doing where the result of the action would not occur “if that individual had not 
intervened” (Giddens 1984:9). By considering colonists as social agents, as people 
performing daily activities within the social context of royalization, we recognize their 
ability to make choices and express themselves despite the Crown’s imposit ions. 
“Everyday life invents itself by poaching in countless ways on the property of others” (de 
Certeau 1984: xii). The consumption, or use, of objects and images is not a passive 
process, a common misconception as de Certeau (1984) reminds us. Consumers may not 
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use products in ways intended or required by makers. In order to understand if 
similarities or differences exist between the “production of the image” and the 
“secondary production hidden in the process of its utilization,” one must explore the 
social spaces of everyday practices and their social context where consumer production 
occurs (de Certeau 1984: xi-xii). This relationship among makers and consumers relates 
to the Spanish conquest of New World territories and the creation of the conqueror and 
conquered dichotomy. Spain’s triumph over indigenous populations was “diverted from 
its intended aims” as the conquered used the laws and practices imposed upon them for 
intentions other than those expected by the makers of these policies. By using them in 
new ways, the conquered “metaphorized the dominant order” by creating new behaviors 
of consumption that “maintained their difference in the very space that the occupier was 
organizing” (de Certeau 1984:32).  
Rubertone’s (2001) investigation of burial practices among the Narragansett 
Indians in seventeenth century New England presents archaeological evidence for the 
creation of new consumption patterns within the social context of English colonization. 
Material objects recovered from the group of RI-1000 graves suggest that the 
Narragansetts used objects of European origin in their daily lives and practices, but did so 
in ways unfamiliar and unexpected to their English colonizers. Objects categorized as 
“trade goods,” such as brass kettles, kaolin pipes, glass beads, and knives, were 
incorporated in everyday practices and tailored “to suit their purposes, in ways 
unimaginable or considered unattainable to them by [Roger] Williams and other 
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Europeans, and infused them with meanings that frequently were all their own” 
(Rubertone 2001:135). 
In developing this outlook, I follow Silliman (2009:215–216), who argues that 
“material objects, meanings, subjectivities, and identities all intertwine and take form 
through practice,” such that artifacts are viewed as “constituents and proxies of practice, 
not obvious symbols or meanings without them.” Archaeologists can find greater 
variability in their analyses of artifacts by using practice theory (Barrett 2001) to 
scrutinize the social context of artifact consumption within which the meaning and 
cultural value of material objects are defined (Silliman 2009). Silliman (2001) 
incorporates practice theories (Bourdieu 1990; Giddens 1984; de Certeau 1984) into his 
discussions of colonial labor relations by classifying labor as a practice. This theoretical 
approach to labor shifts attention away from the economic aspects of labor to social 
agency and the actions and behaviors of individuals on a daily basis within the context of 
labor systems. Following de Certeau’s (1984) discussion of production and consumption, 
Silliman (2001:383) emphasizes the importance of exploring the experience, or 
consumption of labor, not only the production. Colonial officials relied on organized 
labor as a means of control over enslaved populations. These arrangements usually 
revolved around a “highly routinized set of practices” that laborers experienced both 
physically and socially (Silliman 2001:381). Interpreting labor as a practice highlights not 
only the purpose and execution of labor regimes, but also the experiences of laborers and 
the ways in which labor practices can be places of autonomy and self-expression. In the 
context of colonial governance, Silliman (2001:382-383) argues that “labor does not exist 
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outside of people performing it; therefore, its meaning can be contested within and 
between those who perform and those who oversee.”  
Silliman (2001) applies this “labor-as-practice” approach to the archaeological 
investigation of Mission San Antonio de Padua in southern California. The daily 
activities of everyday life produce material remains that enter into the archaeological 
record over time. Daily practices such as food preparation and refuse disposal affect the 
spatial organization of colonial sites and the assemblages found within their boundaries. 
Silliman (2001:385) believes individuals either select or reject objects and materials in 
both conscious and unconscious ways as they participate within the social context of 
labor relations. Recognizing the dynamics of the social context is crucial to 
archaeological interpretation because, as Silliman (2001:385) states, artifact patterns do 
not serve as “passive mirrors” of cultural identity in colonial environments.    
I believe that this approach is especially revealing for understanding royalization 
on Roatán because, as Silliman (2010:37) reminds us, native laborers often inhabited 
colonial spaces and used whatever materials were readily available to them. Thus, objects 
that might easily be classified as “Native” or “European” in origin actually have complex 
social biographies (Kopytoff 1986), and moved in and out of “Native” and “European” 
spaces, which themselves were contextually fluid (Silliman 2004). An understanding of 
where objects originated from is important for evaluating the royalization process; 
however, questioning the decisions behind the acquisition and use of objects in everyday 
practices provides insight into the meanings these objects had to their users (de Certeau 
1984; Silliman 2009). Silliman (2010:36) argues that by favoring origins research, 
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archaeologists fail to question what material objects meant to consumers or how they 
were used in daily practices. Dissimilar people may have used the same types of objects 
for different intentions because as Silliman (2010:38) states, “the material record of 
everyday life passes through the hands of many participants in a colonial setting.” For 
example, creamware is often used as a temporal marker of late eighteenth century North 
American colonies and representative of British/Euro American culture. This type of 
refined earthenware in commonly found British households among everyday objects and 
is usually considered a European artifact. Silliman (2010:41), however, draws attention to 
the use of these objects by the Native Americans who worked in these households and 
handled these objects during everyday routines. While these objects may not have held 
symbolic meanings for Native American users, the ceramics “still represent Native 
actions, perceptions, and experiences alongside and just as much as they do British/Euro 
American colonial ones” (Silliman 2010:42). Although Silliman (2010) does not suggest 
ways in which to recover such meanings in this example, the discussion brings attention 
the complex social biographies of shared colonial objects and spaces. An agent-centered 
approach thus leads us to interrogate the archaeological record for how such objects and 
spaces were used, by whom, and when (Orser 1992). The various types of values placed 
on objects can affect the decisions people make about the use of the objects in their daily 
lives. Social perceptions of an object’s use value, exchange value, or aesthetic value, 
contribute to its social biography and have no relation to its physical properties. Orser 
(1992:97) describes these values as the “socially endowed characteristics” given to 
objects relative to their social and historical context.     
55 
 
An example of this approach is that taken by Wilkie and Farnsworth (1999), who 
investigate the construction of community identity through ceramic consumption patterns 
among enslaved populations on English plantations in the Bahamas. They incorporate 
Bourdieu’s (1990) concept of habitus and  Gidden’s (1984) thoughts on structuration and 
routinization into their analyses of ceramic assemblages from slave households during 
the Loyalist period (1785-1835) to acknowledge that people engage with material culture 
in both conscious and unconscious ways during their daily routines. Giddens (1984:27) 
argues that the actions of social agents produce “unintended” consequences which may 
also result in “unacknowledged conditions of action in a feedback fashion.” This duality 
of structure exists in the everyday activities of social life where routine and purposive 
practices exist (Wilkie and Farnsworth 1999; Silliman 2004). Routine actions take place 
without much thought or self-reflection, while purposive behaviors happen for a specific 
reason or purpose (Silliman 2004). Wilkie and Farnsworth (1999:287) apply Gidden’s 
(1984) duality of structure to their examination of the archaeological record to understand 
how African slaves used English ceramics in their conscious and unconscious efforts to 
construct identities.  
After the American Revolution, thousands of English loyalists sought refuge in 
Caribbean colonial territories like Jamaica and the Bahamas. They brought large numbers 
of enslaved Africans with them to build plantations for cotton and salt production. Wilkie 
and Farnsworth (1999) attempt to understand the role of ceramics in the construction of 
Bahamian identity by investigating the availability of ceramics on both regional and 
household scales and exploring the issue of practice (Orser 1992; Silliman 2009). Wilkie 
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and Farnsworth (1999:311) speculate that in the social context of colonial Bahamian 
plantations, ceramics were used as a “visible medium of communication” to express 
messages of authority, wealth, identity, and self-expression. Although the lives of slaves 
were controlled by colonial authority, the compositions of ceramic assemblages found 
within their homes suggest that as social agents, enslaved Africans chose to acquire 
different ceramic types than those supplied by planters when the opportunity arose. While 
planters often purchased the cheapest ceramic options available through regional trade 
networks for their slaves, Wilkie and Farnworth (1999) believe that some slaves may 
have been able to buy different types of ceramics with their own wages to meet their own 
aesthetic and cultural needs.  
A second example of this approach is taken by Offen (2007), who examines the 
co-production of colonial maps by English and Miskitu groups to show how the maps 
record the spatial perceptions and practices of colonized Miskitu. Offen (2007) argues 
that many seventeenth and eighteenth century maps demonstrate how Miskitu spatial 
practices influenced visual representations of their territory and autonomy. Offen 
(2007:259) defines a spatial practice as “any political feat, economic activity, forceful 
claim, or social performance that asserts and demonstrates authority over people, 
resources, and space.” By defending themselves against Spanish assaults in the late 
seventeenth century, the Miskitu contributed to the creation of a new colonial space 
where a clear distinction was made between the boundaries of Spanish and Miskitu 
domains. The production of subsequent colonial maps continued to respond to Miskitu 
declarations of independence and the emerging alliance between the English and Miskitu 
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during the eighteenth century. This sense of autonomy projected by the Miskitu became 
identified as the colonial space of the Miskitu Kingdom, a collection of semi-autonomous 
districts ruled by hereditary leaders. These leaders reinforced the independent identity of 
the Miskitu by taxing trade through their districts and demanding annual tribute payments 
from non-Miskitu groups within their territories (Offen 2007). Leaders used European 
objects, especially clothing, as material symbols of their authority. When handling 
administrative responsibilities, they dressed in European clothing and carried walking 
sticks. Silver and gold-headed walking sticks, crowns, and flags became symbols of 
power and diplomacy (Offen 2007). Such material statements of authority by the Miskitu 
show how fluid and complex the movement of “European” and “Native” objects can be 
as a result of social agency.  
I have chosen the scale of analysis for this approach as the community—both as a 
bounded residential entity and as a social construction—which, as Carroll (1999:131–
132) argues, manifests the varied local and global relationships between and commodities 
along with the processes whereby goods become entangled in people’s lived experiences. 
A focus on the community allows us to examine the dynamic and intersecting nature of 
sociality and materiality by highlighting how communities are constructed through 
competing discourse with sometimes contingent and contradictory information. Here we 
interpret the community as a social construction, a social space created through practices 
and behaviors. Lefebvre (1991) describes a social space not as an object, but as the 
product of earlier actions where new, original actions may occur. Social spaces include 
the production and consumption of objects and shape the emergence of future actions by 
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fostering or discouraging them. For example, the social space in a city like Venice is 
created by social activities. This social space is more than its natural features and history; 
it is the product of processes and knowledge where the mediators must be considered 
(Lefebvre 1991). According to Lefebvre (1991:77), “social space contains a great 
diversity of objects, both natural and social, including the networks and pathways which 
facilitate the exchange of material things and information.”  As Isbell (2000:249) writes, 
community members “recognize some identities, but not necessarily what the individual 
desires. So everyone must choose as well as reject. Of course, in accepting an identity, 
actors affect meanings as well as lived experiences, sometimes intentionally, sometimes 
unintentionally.” The “imagined community,” according Isbell (2000:249), is “fluid and 
changing as actors select alternatives available, strive to create new ones, and pursue the 
goals they perceive.” These dynamics are constrained, to some extent, by the practice of 
social reproduction (Bourdieu 1990).  
 
Toward a Theory of Royalization 
 The English government recognized three categories of colonies: charter, 
proprietary, and crown or royal. The King granted numerous royal charters to groups of 
investors or trading companies during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries for the 
purposes of exploration and financial gain. The plans for a charter colony, like the one 
established by the Providence Company on Providence Island off the coast of Nicaragua, 
often revolved around profit. The investors of the Providence Island Company received a 
royal patent from the King in 1629 to search for profitable tropical commodities and to 
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participate in privateering efforts aginst Spain (Kupperman 1993:25). The Providence 
Company investors believed the establishment of colonies in the West Indies would help 
contribute to England’s economy. The English textile industry was suffering from 
competition with other European countries and these investors hoped colonies like 
Providence Island could become sources of dyes and fabrics which had to be produced in 
warmer regions. By finding a source of these materials in the Caribbean, English textile 
manufacturers would have control over a domestic source of these commodities rather 
than competing with European rivals (Kupperman 1993:17). The leaders of the 
Providence Island Company retained a great amount of self-rule and governed their own 
affairs. Charter colonies had the “power of making by-laws for their own interior 
regulation; not contrary to the laws of England” (Blackstone 1766:108).  
 Proprietary colonies became more common during the seventeenth century as the 
Crown gave out land grants as a way to repay debts to loyal supporters. The King issued 
proprietary grants to individuals in the “nature of feudatory principalities” (Blackstone 
1766:108). Referred to as Proprietary Governors, these individuals were given land and 
the right to oversee the property as they wished. The grants were made to “well-
connected patron proprieters” who held strong connections to the King and the ability to 
assemble the capital and settlers necessary for the growth of the colony (Elliott 
2006:118). Colonies such as Maryland and Barbados were set-up as proprietorships 
around 1630. Charles II granted the propriety of Pennsylvania to William Penn as late as 
1681 (Stanwood 2011:28).   
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 While the Crown granted a considerable amount of administrative freedom to the 
recipients of charter and proprietary patents, the English government transitioned to the 
establishment of royal colonies by the end of the seventeenth century. In accordance with 
the growing political and economic concerns of the country, the Crown created royal 
colonies in the Americas, colonial provinces under the “direct government of the crown,” 
and governed them with his advisory committees (Labaree 1967:vii). The replacement of 
charter and proprietary patents with royal colonies began during the 1670s when Charles 
II’s administration recognized the lack of uniformity among the country’s colonial 
territories as the King sought to build an empire. Trading company investors and loyal 
subjects to the Crown had been granted overseas territories around the globe and the 
freedom to self-govern, but the English government lacked ways in which to regulate 
their activities and behavior (Stanwood 2011). Without administrative positions to 
manage colonial affairs, the Crown lost income, watched as violence erupted within its 
Virginia colony, and almost saw its rivals take control of New England. Royal officials 
recognized that restructuring efforts in “trans-Atlantic state building” were necessary if 
the King and his subjects wanted to reach their political and economic goals and benefit 
from the growing empire (Stanwood 2011:25). Advocates for a more centralized empire 
emphasized England’s fear of losing resources, land, and political power its European 
rivals such as Spain, France, and the Netherlands. William Blathwayt, an English 
advocate for centralized power and expert on American affairs, felt firmer control over 
the colonies was necessary to prevent the Crown’s rivals from gaining more power and 
resources in the Americas (Stanwood 2011:28).  
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 Early reforms included the introduction of royal colonies either by revoking older 
charter or proprietary patents or by creating original colonies. For example, by 1678 the 
Crown revoked the Bermuda Company’s charter by taking direct control over the colony 
and also established the royal colony of New Hampshire. The province of New 
Hampshire held no strategic benefits for the Crown, but the settlement provided 
adminsitrators of “Stuart imperialism”with a place to work out the reorganization of 
colonial policy. Stanwood (2011:31) describes the first government of New Hampshire as 
a “public-private partnership” that combined older characteristics of charter and 
proprietary colonies with newer aspects of a royal colony. The province’s land was 
owned by Robert Mason, who inherited the grant from his grandfather from James I, but 
the Crown governed the colony through the appointment of a royal governor, council, 
and elected assembly (Stanwood 2011:31). Stanwood (2011:26) believes these changes 
helped “pave the way for the royalization of New England, the most argumentative and 
independent of the colonies, and eventually all of the American plantations.”  
Governing authority over royal colonies resided in London and royal charters and 
orders came through the British Crown and its advisory board, the Privy Council. The 
Board of Trade issued instructions in the King’s name to every appointed royal governor 
prior to departure and sent additional orders as necessary during the governor’s time in 
office (Labaree 1935). Labaree (1935:ix) describes these instructions as “expressions of 
the highest British authority” and their application “served as a check upon the free 
development of policies purely colonial in origin.” The royal governors of Jamaica, 
Barbados, and Virginia received some of the earliest instructions from the Crown in the 
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1670s as the government tried to bring a sense of uniformity to the regulation of its royal 
colonies (Labaree 1935). In 1670, the Treaty of Madrid between England and Spain 
officially authorized English sovereignty over “all the lands, regions, islands, colonies 
and dominions, situated in the West Indies or in any part of America held at the time by 
the King of Great Britian and his subjects” (Elliott 2006:220). The royal orders for the 
appointment of the Jamaican governor state, “With these our instructions you will receive 
our commission under our signet, constituting you our Lieutenant Governor of Jamaica, 
together with a revocation under our great seal of England of our commission… 
whereupon you are to fit yourself to go thither with all convenient speed” (Labaree 
1935:6).  
 The great distances separating royal colonies in the Americas from the mother 
country allowed some orders to remain unenforced if colonists refused, while the 
inability of administrators to understand the conditions of overseas territories made other 
instructions impossible to put into effect (Labaree 1935). Concerns about defense, 
especially in peripheral areas of the empire like the Caribbean, created problems for the 
governor of Bermuda immediately after its transition from a charter to a royal colony. 
Colonies in the West Indies existed in a tumultuous political space between Spain and 
England. Despite the recognition of peace treaties, these rival powers used their naval 
fleets to harass each other in the Caribbean. A common justification for these attacks 
included claims of international law violations and piracy. Bermuda colonists became 
particularly concerned about defense after the Spanish destruction of New Providence 
Island in 1684 and Stuart’s Town, South Carolina in 1686 (Stanwood 2011:42). 
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Arguments about who had control over the limited number of arms and ammunition on 
the island emerged between local militia leaders and the governor. The governor’s 
attempts to stregthen existing fortifications on his own without direct orders from the 
King were viewed by the colonists as “treasonous” and sympathetic to the Spanish cause 
(Stanwood 2011:44). Ultimately a rebellion erupted in Bermuda that ended only when 
English naval forces arrived on the island and determined the colonists had no legitimate 
grievances against the governor. The royal colony of Jamaica played a pivotal role in the 
Crown’s quest to defend its English colonists and natural resources in the western 
Caribbean, particularly around the Bay of Honduras. The governor of Jamaica sent 
soldiers and indigenous allies to build the small settlement of Augusta on the island of 
Roatan at the orders of the Privy Council.  
I use the term “royalization” to refer to the strategies deployed by monarchies to 
bring about loyalty to a state. Recent scholarship on royalization, especially under 
European colonialism, has demonstrated the various pathways by which states and 
empires engineered loyalty as well as the powerful role of identity in shaping royalist 
culture (Gragg 2003; Elliott 2006; McConville 2006). McConville (2006) explores the 
expression of a shared English identity across the empire through the consumption of 
English goods. McConville’s discussion of royalization fits within the broader context 
historians refer to as Anglicization.  The “royalization of private life” occurred in English 
settlements on both sides of the Atlantic as citizens acquired products displaying the 
royal seal or other symbols of the monarchy. These objects allowed individuals to feel a 
more personal connection to their king and sense of loyalty to their country. McConville 
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(2006:121) believes the ownership of goods with the names and images of royal family 
members “helped express and shape the personal emotional ties that acted as imperial 
filament in the British Atlantic.” Royal officials gave portraits of the monarchy to 
colonial governments with the intentions of strengthening royal authority. These portraits 
were often installed in government buildings on dates that corresponded to important 
imperial holidays or royal birthdays (McConville 2006). Visual representations of royal 
authority on glassware, ceramics, and tiles spread throughout the empire during the 
eighteenth century as more and more types of objects were integrated into this consumer 
culture of royalization.  
The growth of trade and communication between England and its colonies also 
worked to strengthen loyalist feelings toward the empire. Britain’s demand for tropical 
commodities like sugar and tobacco forced the volume of transatlantic trade to grow 
quickly over a short period of time between the late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
centuries. As transatlantic and inter-colonial trade increased, colonists received both 
British and European news with much greater frequency and regularity (Elliott 
2006:223). Confidence in this seemingly reliable communication network and broader 
distribution of news prompted the creation of a monthly transatlantic packet service to the 
West Indies in 1702. Elliott (2006:223) believes such improvements in communication 
between the Crown and its empire helped advance the “integration of an Anglo-American 
Atlantic polity.” 
McConville (2006) argues that the royalization of provincial eighteenth-century 
America was most often effective in household contexts, where individuals surrounded 
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themselves with royal images and products. He refers to this process as “domestic 
royalization” (McConville 2006:127), and suggests that the emotive ties to the English 
Crown manifest in residential assemblages were key factors for holding together the 
North American colonies as a community separate and distinct from the political and 
economic institutions and the strong social hierarchies that supported and defined the 
monarchy in Europe. Transatlantic consumers showed their fondness for the monarchy 
and confirmed their bond to the empire through the acquisition of pieces of mass-
produced glass, earthenware, or tiles decorated with crowns, royal arms, or images of the 
monarchy. Colonists demonstrated a sense of attachment to the Crown, despite their 
distance from the mother country, by using objects like stoneware tankards embellished 
with monarchical symbols in their homes or in taverns (McConville 2006:127).  
The production of imperial-themed prints, medallions, earthenware, and glass for 
commercial purposes enabled the English Crown to extend its presence into its colonial 
territories and foster loyalty by making such “commodities” available for consumption in 
both public and private settings (McConville 2006:136). This commodification of the 
English monarchy contributed to the royalization of its colonial households. McConville 
(2006:127) believes that those who obtained products displaying imperial themes 
“affirmed their place as British subjects” and “proclaimed British patriotism and 
established a visual connection to the empire.” Moreover, he argues that loyalism 
expressed through participation in English identity and political culture through 
household consumptive practices were embraced more by colonists from lower 
socioeconomic classes than by elites, who presumably had greater access to English 
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political processes and economic products. The consumption of monarchical imagery was 
not confined to the colonial gentry. The development of mass-production allowed 
merchants to produce objects and prints embellished with royal images to be sold 
commercially. Mass-produced prints of Queen Anne, George I, and George II appeared 
in the colonies in the early 1700s. Some colonists carried or wore miniature likenesses or 
engravings of the monarchy. Royal portraits and prints existed in every colony by 1765 
(McConville 2006). As a result, a pan-colonial royalist “community” developed, 
especially among provincial subcultures, such as the Puritans and Quakers, who feared a 
return of Catholic monarchs. 
The royalization process was a way in which the English Crown attempted to 
bring a greater sense of uniformity and control over its overseas territories. While the 
concept of creolization is important to this study of English-Miskitu interactions in the 
Caribbean, the processes leading up to these encounters at Augusta are not well 
understood. Royalization precedes creolization and is one of the understudied processes 
through which English and Miskitu populations came together.  
 
Summary 
 The theoretical perspectives applied to anthropological studies of culture contact 
have transformed over time to include approaches that recognize the multidirectional 
nature of colonial encounters. As a conceptual framework for understanding past human 
behavior, landscape archaeology draws attention to the ways in which past peoples 
organized and modified their environments and in turn, how these landscapes exist as 
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tangible reflections of those past people’s intentions, behaviors, and social relations. I 
utilize the concept of landscape archaeology to explore the spatial organization and 
artifact assemblages at Augusta. 
 Sovereignty and power also play key roles in deciphering motivations and 
understanding past human behavior and their use of landscape. English colonization 
tactics revolved around the concepts of centralized authority and mercantilism, two tenets 
firmly held by the English government in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries 
that guided the ways in which colonial territories were viewed and governed. The English 
Crown pursued colonial ventures in the western Caribbean, specifically around the Bay 
of Honduras, to gain politically and economically advantageous footholds from which to 
challenge the expanding empires of its European rivals. Mercantilist principles stressed 
the importance of trade, specifically control over trade zones as a way to promote a 
state’s political power. In the Old Colonial system colonies belonged to the sovereignty 
and existed for the convenience of the mother country. 
 Just as post-colonial applications attempt to identify the experiences of both the 
colonizer and the colonized, I integrate an agent-centered perspective into this 
archaeological research to better understand the daily lives of all occupants at the 
eighteenth century English settlement of Augusta on Roatán Island. Choices and plans of 
action made by both Miskitu and English settlers underline the social dynamics crucial to 
archaeological interpretations. In addition, I utilize agency theory to gain a fuller insight 
into the English royalization process that occurred on the island of Roatán in the 1700s.  
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 Although under the direct authority of the Crown, royal colonies did not always 
adhere to all instructions passed down from the Privy Council. As a result, these 
produced a mutually beneficial alliance where England chose allies for its ongoing 
campaign to carve out territory along the Mosquito Coast, while the Miskitu chose to use 
their association with the English to assert their own autonomy and foster an identity of 
superiority over neighboring communities. By encouraging the creation of amicable 
relations between English settlers and the Miskitu, England developed an allegiance of 
support from local Miskitu rulers who received official commissions as kings from the 
Crown’s representatives. I apply these concepts to the discussion of my research 
objectives in succeeding chapter. 
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CHAPTER THREE: AUGUSTA AND THE WESTERN CARIBBEAN 
 
Introduction 
Competition among the Spanish, English, French, and Dutch for control over the 
land, labor, and material resources of the Americas during the seventeenth century began 
nearly a century earlier shortly after the arrival of Christopher Columbus on the island of 
Hispaniola in 1492. Deagan (2003:4) describes Spain’s imperial expansion as 
“simultaneously an invasion, a colonization effort, a social experiment, a religious 
crusade, and a highly structured economic enterprise.” Spanish colonial efforts in the 
Americas were modeled after the fifteenth century colonization of the Canary Islands. 
Expeditions of conquest were led by conquistadors who brought new lands and sources 
of labor under the sovereignty of Spain. Subjugated populations were obligated to 
provide their labor in service to the Crown, but they were “theoretically granted” the 
same privileges of Castilian subjects as long as they did not resist Spanish authority and 
adopted Christianity (Deagan 2003:4). Although some interpretations of Spanish 
expansion into the Caribbean describe these efforts as an extension of the reconquista, 
the successful expulsion of the Moors from the Iberian Peninsula by the Christian armies 
of Aragon and Castile, Ewen (2001) argues that Spain’s initial interest in the Americas 
came from its need to secure more sources of capital for European campaigns. “The 
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mineral riches of the New World were meant to finance Spain’s ambitious program to 
revive the Holy Roman Empire and unite Europe under a Catholic monarch” (Ewen 
2001:6). Due to these concerns, Spain attempted to “prohibit the settlement of non-
Castilians” in the Caribbean in order to establish exclusive rights to the resources they 
feared could bolster the economic and political strength of their European neighbors 
(Newson 1986:253).  
Wilkie and Farnsworth (2005:8) describe Caribbean cultures in their discussion of 
colonial Bahamian history as “the unique product of their place and time and are fluid, 
dynamic, and subject to the ongoing creativity and innovation of the persons constructing 
those cultures.” The Caribbean region can be defined in terms of both cultural and 
geographic boundaries. Within the literature of Caribbean anthropology, scholars such as 
Trouillot describe the Caribbean as a “region where boundaries are notoriously fuzzy” 
and its societies are “inherently colonial” (Trouillot 1992: 19, 22). Trouillot (1992:24-25) 
states that an anthropological definition of the Caribbean grows more complex when one 
considers the region’s long history of colonialism as a way of life and the ensuing 
question of “nativeness” as a result of this convergence of multiple factors.  Aspects such 
as the “genocide of the aboriginal populations… early integration of the region into the 
international circuit of capital” and the explosion of the African slave trade all contribute 
to a blurred and ambiguous cultural description of the region (Trouillot 1992:20).   
Defining the Caribbean in terms of geographic boundaries provides a no less 
difficult task (Figure 3.1). Davidson’s (1974) definition of the Caribbean region portrays  
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Figure 3.1. Historic map of the Caribbean (Navarrete 1825) 
 
a vast area that includes the islands and extensive coastal areas of Latin America. Ewen 
(2001:6) broadens this definition to the “Circum-Caribbean area” with the inclusion of 
the Bahama Islands, the coastline of northern South America, as well as the Gulf Coast of 
the United States. Richardson (1992:6) identifies similar boundaries with the inclusion of 
the Greater and Lesser Antilles, the Guianas, and the Central American “rim,” but 
acknowledges that these borders are “fuzzy, permeable, and somewhat arbitrary.” For the 
purposes of this dissertation, my geographical boundaries of the Caribbean concur with 
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Ewen and Richardson’s broad physical definitions, while acknowledging the multi-
national populations and political and economic transformations of this region as 
contributing to the cultural boundaries of my fieldwork on Roatán Island, Honduras. 
 
Contested Caribbean 
Hostile relationships between Spanish and English forces multiplied toward the 
end of the sixteenth century and continued to escalate during the seventeenth century as 
the English, French, and Dutch sought to establish their own colonies in the Americas 
and to challenge the territorial expansion of the Spanish empire. The islands of the 
Caribbean became the battleground for the competing economic and political interests of 
European diplomats, investors, and colonists during the seventeenth century. For 
example, the island of St. Eustatius (Statia) changed hands at least 22 times between the 
Dutch, French, and English. The island was initially settled under the French in 1629, but 
the Dutch established a permanent settlement on the island in 1636 as they sought to 
expand their commercial endeavors. The island had been inhabited prior to the arrival of 
Europeans, but the unoccupied condition of the island and its protection from trade winds 
made the island very attractive to Dutch trade interests during the 17
th
 century (Barka 
2001:107). As the Caribbean became the “focus of envy in the struggle for overseas 
empires,” Spain’s rivals began to set up small settlements on unoccupied islands like St. 
Eustatius to participate in privateering, contraband trade, and colonizing endeavors 
(Naylor 1989:27).  
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Although many European nations signed peace treaties to end hostilities in 
Europe, such as the ones made between Spain and England in 1604 and 1630, Caribbean 
territories existed outside the coverage of European agreements, or “beyond the line” 
(Dunn 1972:11). Those who traveled to the Caribbean during the sixteenth and early 
seventeenth centuries acted outside the parameters of socially acceptable behavior. 
Interactions among Europeans were not held to the standards of international law and 
their conflicts were not deemed to be in violation of peace treaties. Spaniards, 
Englishmen, and Dutchmen behaved in a “far more unbuttoned fashion than at home” as 
they robbed and killed each other and took advantage of African and Indian labor in their 
quest to find fame and fortune (Dunne 1972:12). As the Spanish attempted to defend 
newly claimed territories in the Americas, their European rivals moved around the 
Caribbean in search of mineral riches, treasure fleet trading routes, and Spanish towns to 
sack. 
Despite Spanish declarations of ownership over many territories within the 
Americas during the sixteenth century, the English, French, and Dutch emerged quickly 
as major competitors to those claims in the Caribbean. According to Dunn (1972:11), the 
“English remained free to settle unoccupied territory and trade with the Spaniards-if they 
could get away with it; the Spaniards remained free to exterminate the intruders and keep 
America a closed preserve- if they had the strength to do so.” The Spanish Crown wanted 
to protect its transatlantic trade routes through the Caribbean so as to uphold the 
country’s access to the silver mines of Mexico and Peru. Spain placed restrictions on its 
long-distance commerce with the Indies through the Carrera de Indies, a system of 
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regulated trade established in the early sixteenth century where all trade to and from 
America passed through the port of Seville (Cadiz after 1717) (Baskes 2013:62). The 
organization of this “colonial commercial structure” controlled the granting of trade 
licenses and limited the number of open ports in the Americas (Baskes 2013:62). Fleets, 
or convoys, were also introduced as a way for Spanish merchant ships to defend 
themselves against attacks from pirates and English corsair raids. The Spanish Crown 
required merchant vessels to supply themselves with enough weaponry to ward off such 
assaults and by 1526, the Crown prohibited ships from sailing alone (Baskes 2013:62). 
Fleets departed annually from Seville/Cadiz and then divided into two groups upon 
entering the Caribbean with the flota sailing to New Spain and the galleons proceeding 
toward South America (Baskes 2013; Brading 1971; Stein and Stein 2000).  
Spain managed to keep its European rivals from establishing colonies in the 
Caribbean during the sixteenth century, but the outbreak of the Anglo-Spanish war of 
1585 weakened its ability to stop rival European nations from threatening its trade routes 
and sending colonists into the region (Dunn 1972:16).The English came to view the West 
Indies as the geographical region where they would be able to challenge the rapidly 
growing power of the Spanish empire. By the end of the sixteenth century, English sailors 
and investors were ready to prepare ships at their own expense “to ply the traditional 
English trade of commerce-raiding in the distant waters of the Caribbean” in the hopes of 
draining strength from the Spanish (Newton 1967:80).  
Despite the creation of a peace treaty between Spain and England at the end of the 
Anglo-Spanish war in the early seventeenth century, the English continued to search for 
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ways to weaken the Spanish Crown and slow the spread of Catholicism by searching for 
lands to occupy in the Caribbean. English interests in confronting Spanish hegemony 
were bolstered by the problems the Spanish Crown faced in finding ways to defend its 
vast empire. According to Newton (1967:82), the Spanish chose to neglect “lesser 
difficulties” like the West Indian islands because it was impossible to maintain a 
consistent level of control and defense over all their territories. Although Spain 
recognized the Caribbean region as an essential part of its long-distance trading system, 
the considerable size of the Spanish Empire made it very difficult to defend, especially 
with the large number of Caribbean islands (Dunn 1972).  Ewen (2001:8) describes the 
purpose of the Caribbean islands for Spain as a “staging point for mainland expeditions 
and the location of backwater farms maintained by less ambitious colonists to supply the 
more important colonial ventures.”  
Although the English founded their first permanent colony in Virginia in 1607, 
Caribbean islands became the focus of attention for European investors as not only a 
place to challenge Spain’s imperialistic activities, but also as a region to cultivate 
marketable commodities which could be sold in European markets. The site of Guiana on 
the South American coast was the first favorite location for European settlements. 
Documentary evidence describes how demands for tobacco in Europe encouraged small 
groups of Europeans to plant tobacco in the river lands of Guiana as they searched for 
profitable locations to set up plantations (Newton 1967:132). The English tried repeatedly 
to plant in the region between the Orinoco and Amazon Rivers, but all of their attempts 
failed due to a lack of support, disease, and attacks from the Spanish, Portuguese, and 
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indigenous populations (Dunn 1972:17). France had a greater interest in Guiana than 
England which led to the establishment of the first French colony in Cayenne in 1607, but 
this settlement was short-lived and destroyed by the Caribs (Newton 1967:134).  
This quest for profitable locations to cultivate marketable commodities in the 
Caribbean led to the establishment of numerous agricultural settlements by European 
investors. The French focused their colonizing efforts on the islands of Guadeloupe and 
Martinique in the Lesser Antilles. French colonists spent several years fighting the Caribs 
before claiming the valuable lands and harbors of the islands as French territory. The 
English continued to make numerous efforts at colonization, but many of their early 
ventures failed to take hold. Colonists in the Caribbean and adjacent areas faced 
challenges from environmental conditions and disease and lived under the constant threat 
of attack from the Spanish. These failures taught English and French investors that 
“settlement was only feasible in sites removed as far as possible from contact with the 
Spanish and Indian population centers” (Dunn 1972:17). After suffering from a number 
of devastating Spanish attacks, the English focused their attention and efforts on the 
islands of Barbados, St. Christopher, Nevis, Antigua, Montserrat, and Jamaica. Earlier 
European sailors underestimated the value of these islands due to their mountainous 
terrain and limited size. The English found Barbados to be well suited for agriculture and 
the planters on the island grew rich quickly after switching from tobacco to sugar 
production in the 1640s. The demand for sugar in European markets encouraged both 
English and French planters to take new Caribbean islands for their slave-based 
plantation system of sugar production. After the English seized Jamaica from Spain in 
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1655, the French set up the colony of St. Domingue on the island of Hispaniola. The 
acquisition of these colonies marked a turning point in the balance of power in the 
Caribbean as England and France became the primary competitors for land and resources 
while Spain had become the weakest European power by the end of the seventeenth 
century (Dunn 1972:21-22).  
 
The Miskitu Kingdom 
 Contact between English colonists and the Miskitu Indians of eastern Nicaragua 
and Honduras began during the seventeenth century as England attempted to establish a 
foothold in the Spanish-claimed territory of Central America. Although the Mosquito 
Coast, the eastern coastline region of eastern Honduras and Nicaragua, was included 
within the Viceroyalty of New Spain, Spanish jurisdiction and occupation of the area was 
minimal. This territory stretched from the Black River along the northern portion of the 
coast to Bluefields Lagoon on the southern coast (Figure 3.2). Small groups of 
indigenous peoples, described as antagonistic in European accounts, occupied the 
swampy and densely vegetated terrain and the rugged land appeared to lack the precious 
metal sources that Spanish conquistadores had found in central Mexico and South 
America (Naylor 1989). Without any incentive to establish outposts or transportation 
routes in this area, Spain left the coastline relatively unoccupied and unprotected except 
for the town of Trujillo, a colonial shipping port for gold and silver export back to Europe 
(Helms 1969; Naylor 1989).  
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Figure 3.2. Historic map of the Mosquito Coast (Navarrete 1825) 
 
This absence of a Spanish presence along the coastline attracted the attention of 
English, French, and Dutch buccaneers and pirates seeking secluded ports around the Bay 
of Honduras in which to repair ships, to re-stock on resources, and to re-organize for their 
attacks against Spanish shipping routes and towns. England’s capture of Jamaica from 
Spain in 1655 initiated an active period of privateering by the late seventeenth century as 
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Spain’s European rivals sought to take advantage of any weaknesses in Spain’s authority 
over its western Caribbean territories (Helms 1983; Naylor 1989). Miskitu Indians helped 
English buccaneers during some of these raids by serving as guides and providing food 
and transportation in exchange for firearms and iron tools (Helms 1983; Olien 1983).  
One of the earliest documented cases of contact between Mosquito Coast peoples 
and English colonists occurred during the early seventeenth century with the 
establishment of the Providence Island colony in 1630. The Providence Company, led by 
Robert Rich, the earl of Warwick, and a number of top Puritan leaders, received a charter 
from the English Crown to set up a colony about 150 miles off the eastern coast of 
Nicaragua for agricultural and privateering purposes (Helms 1983; Naylor 1989; 
Kupperman 1993; Offen 2007). The Providence Company investors believed the 
establishment of colonies in the West Indies would help re-build England’s struggling 
economy. The English textile industry was suffering from competition with other 
European countries and these investors hoped settlements like Providence colony would 
become sources of dyes and fabrics that required warmer climates for cultivation and 
production. By finding a source of these materials in the Caribbean, English textile 
manufacturers would gain control over a domestic source of these commodities rather 
than competing with European rivals (Kupperman 1993:17).  
Although Providence colonists struggled to sustain the growth of crops like indigo 
and silk grass, this colonial venture found success in its pursuit of alliances and trading 
relationships with indigenous populations along the Mosquito Coast. The construction of 
the colony’s primary fortification, Warwick Fort, involved the labor of “Cape Indians” 
80 
 
under the supervision of Albertus Blauveldt, the founder of the Bluefields settlement on 
the Mosquito Coast, and Captain Samuel Axe (Sorsby 1997:2). These “Cape Indians,” 
the Puritan’s name for their indigenous allies from the Mosquito Coast, worked for the 
Providence colonists as sailors and hunters and some Miskitu women became wives or 
mistresses to English men (Sorsby 1997:10). These relationships between English 
colonists and the Miskitu were not confined to the parameters of the colony, but 
expanded to the territory of the Mosquito Coast itself. Under orders from Puritan investor 
John Pym, Captains Sussex Cammock and Samuel Axe sailed from Providence Island to 
Cape Gracias a Dios and built a small structure for trading along the Wanks River. 
Miskitu men brought items like turtle meat and animal skins in return for European 
products (Naylor 1989:30).  
 English merchants also took notice of many of the Mosquito Coast’s natural 
resources such as dyewoods and mahogany that could be used for trading ventures and 
other economic purposes. These growing interests in the Mosquito Coast led to the 
gradual emergence of small European settlements along the coastline’s lagoons and river 
deltas. While it seems that the Miskitu and other indigenous groups remained hostile 
toward the Spanish, they developed agreeable relations with English buccaneers and 
settlers as an English presence grew around the Bay of Honduras. It appears that earlier 
interactions with English sailors, like those from Providence colony, supported the 
emergence of amicable English-Miskitu relationships that grew into a much stronger 
alliance against Spanish forces during the eighteenth century.   
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According to Noveck (1988:19), the group referred to as the Miskitu in this 
dissertation was not named or distinguished from other indigenous groups along the 
Mosquito Coast prior to introduction of English colonial settlements in the 1630s. 
Published references to Miskitu settlements appear in popular books and maps from the 
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, but the history of these people and the 
origin of their name prior to contact is vague (Freeland 1988; Offen 2007). According to 
Helms (1971:15-16), seventeenth century pirates called the natives of Cape Gracias the 
“Mosqueto,” but buccaneer accounts of mulattoes living with the indigenous people of 
this area add to the “problem of the origin of the Miskito as an identifiable ethnic group.” 
Noveck (1988:20) argues that a “process of colonial transformation” occurred among one 
of the region’s indigenous groups as a result of English contact; a process that resulted in 
the creation of the cultural identity of Miskitu. From this point of view, Miskitu identity, 
as recognized by a European audience, materialized through their contact and interactions 
with the English. This perspective is shared by Helms (1969:76) who believes that 
Miskitu-European relations, specifically contact with English colonists, are “solely” 
responsible for the production of Miskitu cultural identity. As more and more English 
colonists began to settle in small communities along the Mosquito Coast, a “new coastal 
Indian population” appeared in close proximity to these settlements (Noveck 1988:20). 
Prior to English contact, most indigenous groups inhabited interior locations within the 
region and used areas along the coastline for temporary seasonal camps. By the beginning 
of the eighteenth century, Miskitu villages appeared along the coastline in close 
proximity to English settlements unlike the nomadic living patterns of other hunter-
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gatherer groups in the area. The introduction of new food sources like cattle, pigs, 
chickens, and rice as a result of contact enabled Miskitu populations and trade networks 
to grow quickly (Helms 1983).  
While managing to remain independent from Spanish colonial authority, the 
Miskitu developed amicable trading relationships with English colonists during the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Helms 1983; Long 2002; M. W. 1732; Naylor 
1989; Olien 1983; Pares 1936). This newly formed group, the Miskitu, distinguished 
itself from other indigenous groups as trading relationships with the English began to 
mature. The Miskitu considered European goods among the number of resources 
available to them along the coast. Helms (1983:187) believes the appearance of English 
trading camps along the Mosquito Coast certainly attracted the Miskitu and encouraged 
them to re-locate to the coast. The number of English communities increased rapidly at 
the end of the seventeenth century after all the foremost European nations outlawed 
buccaneering in 1685 (Helms 1983:181). Groups of Europeans, referred to as Shoresmen, 
settled along the eastern coasts of Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica to harvest 
logwood and grow sugar (Helms 1983; Olien 1983). The communities of Black River, 
Honduras, and Bluefields, Nicaragua were two of the largest settlements with European, 
Indian, and African residents (Helms 1983). 
Trade with the English set the Miskitu apart from other “wild Indians” in the 
region (Helms 1983:183). The writings of an anonymous Englishman M.W., who visited 
the Mosquito Coast in 1699, provide us with some of the earliest descriptions of 
seventeenth century Miskitu governance and self-identity. According to M.W. 
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(1744:299), the Miskitu identified the borders of their territory where their enemies, 
“another nation of wild Indians,” lived. The Miskitu differentiated their culture from the 
“wild” groups based on their “commerce with the English.” The Miskitu deemed 
themselves “a very notable sort of people, affecting much to be call’d Mosqueto-men, 
and distinguishing their neighbors by the names of wild Indians and Alboawinneys” 
(M.W. 1744:300). The Miskitu expressed their sense of superiority over other local 
groups through their possession of European goods such as iron pots, rum, knives, and 
shortswords (Naylor 1989). Miskitu communities established trade networks with both 
coastal English colonists and Jamaican trading ships. English traders provided clothing 
and tools to the Miskitu in exchange for natural resources like cacao, sarsaparilla, and 
tortoise shells (Helms 1983:187).  
 In addition to these items, the acquisition of European firearms quickly gave this 
population a technological advantage over rival communities. Their identity became 
linked to their ownership of English weaponry and tools as these types of European 
objects became symbols of their “military and cultural superiority” (Noveck 1988:18). 
The Miskitu used this military superiority during slave raids on neighboring indigenous 
communities. The development of English-Miskitu trading relations in the early 
eighteenth century corresponded to the growth of Jamaican sugar production when 
English investors turned their attention toward the expansion of sugar cultivation after the 
ban on buccaneering (Sheridan 1974; Helms 1983). While indentured servants 
monopolized the labor force in the West Indies in the seventeenth century, sugar planters 
had to find new sources of labor to support their growing industry after 1700 when the 
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influx of European laborers ended. As plantation economies shifted from indentured 
servant to African slave workforces, indigenous peoples from the Central American 
mainland were sent to Jamaica to work. The Miskitu conducted slave raids among their 
“wild Indian” neighbors and included slaves among their other trade goods (Helms 
1983). M.W.’s (1744) writings include a description of Miskitu slave raids on their “wild 
Indian” enemies, the Alboawinneys. According to this account, this group was 
“continually, in dry seasons, invaded by the Mosqueto-men, who take away their young 
wives and children for slaves, either killing or putting to flight the men and old women” 
(M.W. 1744:305). Naylor (1989:36) argues that the Miskitu not only created their 
identity and this localized hierarchy based on their involvement with the English, but that 
their leaders also began to emulate their European allies by incorporating material 
symbols of English authority into their daily lives.   
 The Miskitu’s close association with the peoples and practices of England 
fostered not only their sense of an ethnic identity, one separate and distinct from other 
indigenous groups living in the Mosquito Coast, but also encouraged their identification 
as English citizens themselves (Olien 1983). Offen (2007:262) argues that as the Miskitu 
began to formally define their territory as separate from the areas inhabited by their wild 
Indian enemies, they “came to see themselves as a nation among nations, as co-equals in 
the western Caribbean.” A key factor to this identification existed in their perceived 
relationship with the English and the classification of themselves as subjects of the 
English Crown (Offen 2007). By the end of the seventeenth century, those Miskitu rulers 
formally recognized by the English government as leaders began to use the title of “king” 
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after the governor of Jamaica referred to the chief as the “King of Mosquitia” in 1687 
(Freeland 1988:18; Olien 1983). Again, the Miskitu differentiated themselves from their 
“wild” neighbors by incorporating the “modern” English concept of a king into their lives 
(Helms 1969:79). M.W.’s (1744) writings include a description of Mosqueto King 
Jeremy, one of the earliest historical references to an officially acknowledged Miskitu 
king (Olien 1983). Jeremy travelled to Jamaica in 1687 with a group of English traders to 
meet with the new governor of the colony. Sir Hans Sloane, the personal physician of the 
governor, documented Jeremy’s visit to the island. In this account Sloane (1707:lxxvi) 
states: 
 One King Jeremy came from the Mosquitos (an Indian people near the Provinces 
 of Nicaragua, Honduras, and Costa Rica) he pretended to be a King there, and 
 came from the others of his country, to beg of the Duke of Albermarle, Governor 
 of Jamaica, his protection…This he alleged to be due to his country from the 
 Crown of England, who had in the reign of King Charles I, submitted itself to 
 him. 
 
Jeremy inherited the position of king from his father, Oldman, who had been given the 
commission from Charles II (Naylor 1989; Olien 1983). In the following passage, M.W. 
(1744: 302) describes his meeting with king Jeremy: 
 This old king, as they call him, esteems himself as a subject to the king of 
 England, and can speak some English, which he learned at Jamaica… He says, 
 that his father Oldman, king of the Mosquetomen, was carried over to England 
 soon after the conquest of Jamaica, and there received from his brother king a 
 crown and commission, which the present Old Jeremy still keeps safely by him, 
 which is a but a lac’d hat, and a ridiculous piece of writing, purporting, That he 
 should kindly use and relieve such straggling Englishmen as should chance to 
 come that way, with plantains, fish, and turtle. 
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 As mentioned in M.W.’s (1744) meeting with king Jeremy, many Miskitu leaders 
travelled to England or Jamaica to accept commissions from the English Crown and its 
representatives. Some leaders learned to speak English, a language associated with social 
prestige (Olien 1983; Naylor 1989). Miskitu kings expressed their elevated positions by 
adopting English clothing and objects as symbols of authority. Kings wore pieces of 
English military uniforms and carried scepters to confirm their status and power (Naylor 
1989; Noveck 1988). According to Offen (2007:274-275), Miskitu kings wore European 
clothing and often carried silver and gold walking canes, “essential items of diplomacy,” 
when handling political matters. Helms (1969:78) argues that England had to recognize 
local leadership among the Miskitu in order to keep the Mosquito Coast as a legitimate 
protectorate. By officially acknowledging the authority of local rulers, England 
established its claim to the Mosquito Coast in “acceptable” European political terms and 
helped the Miskitu to assert their identity of superiority and political standing over 
neighboring coastal groups (Helms 1969; Olien 1983).  
 
Royal Colony of Jamaica 
The growth of trade became the primary objective of the Old Colonial System, or 
mercantile system, in Great Britain between 1660 and 1775. As a sovereign nation, 
England pursued colonizing ventures to secure trade routes and to gain an economically 
beneficial foothold in the Americas. To achieve such economic benefits, the English 
Crown and its advisory board, the Privy Council, oversaw the formation of colonial 
territories that were placed under the “direct government of the crown” (Labaree 1967: 
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vii). After capturing the island of Jamaica from Spain in 1655, the English Crown issued 
a royal charter in 1661 naming Jamaica a royal colony. Under the authority of the English 
Crown, Governor Edward Trelawney served as governor of Jamaica for 15 years and 
supervised interactions among English settlers and indigenous populations around the 
Bay of Honduras (Pares 1936). The Crown made Trelawney responsible for protecting 
English interests in this part of the western Caribbean by protecting trade routes from 
buccaneers, acquiring natural resources such as mahogany and dyewoods, and planning 
attacks against the Spanish (Helms 1983; Pares 1936). Governor Trelawney was 
particularly interested in the groups of Miskitu living along the eastern coast of 
Nicaragua and northeast coast of Honduras (Conzemius 1932; Dennis 2004; Helms 
1971). According to Sorsby (1969:16), the English considered the Mosquito Coast 
especially valuable for military interests because the Coast offered an “impregnable base 
of operations” and “aggressive Indian allies.”   
 Trelawney recognized the advantages of building on these close ties with the 
Miskitu at the beginning of the War of Jenkins’ Ear in 1739, and considered the 
possibility of “breaking up the Spanish empire from within” (Pares 1936:97). At this time 
the English Crown attempted to modify the nature of its political relationship with 
Miskitu kings as England sought to exert more authority over the Mosquito Coast in 
anticipation of escalating tension with Spain. Young and Levy (2011) argue that a 
combination of factors including economic interests and public anger encouraged the 
Crown to declare war on Spain in 1739. Despite the efforts of the English Prime Minister, 
Sir Robert Walpole, to maintain peaceful relations with Spain, an overwhelming outcry 
88 
 
from merchants and the public for a response to Spanish seizures of English merchant 
ships and the aggression of Spanish privateers, guarda-costas, against English traders 
directed the country toward war (Sorsby 1969; Young and Levy 2011). Young and Levy 
(2011:222) identify the economic rivalry between England and Spain and domestic 
mercantile interests as two important factors contributing to war, but that these concerns 
were not “jointly sufficient” for the declaration. Walpole’s attempts to negotiate with 
Spain and avoid military conflict were overruled by the king who was “sensitive to public 
opinion and enabled by a divided cabinet” (Young and Levy 2011:222).  
 In 1740, Trelawney appointed Robert Hodgson, Sr. to visit the Mosquito Coast 
and meet with King Edward of the Miskitu to determine their loyalty to the Crown and to 
ascertain whether the English could rely on assistance from the Miskitu to attack the 
Spanish Kingdom of Guatemala (Sorsby 1969; Olien 1983; Naylor 1989). In his letter to 
Governor Trelawney, Hodgson states, “I proceeded to explain to them that, as they had 
long acknowledged themselves subjects of Great Britain, the Governor of Jamaica had 
sent me to take possession of their country in his majesty’s name” (Squier 1858: 744). In 
response to their agreement, Hodgson spoke for the Crown by “promising to defend their 
country and procure for them all assistance from England in my power” (Squier 
1858:45). Under the colors of the English Crown and the firing of guns, King Edward 
and his captains accepted the terms of the Treaty of Friendship and Alliance by 
acknowledging English suzerainty over the Mosquito Coast on March 16, 1740 (Olien 
1983; Naylor 1989; Squier 1858). 
89 
 
Shortly after the signing of this treaty, Trelawney sought to maximize the benefits 
of this alliance with the Miskitu by expanding the sphere of English influence on the 
Mosquito Coast into the Bay of Honduras (Dawson 1983). He looked to the Bay Islands 
for strategic settlement options. Naval commanders and seamen praised Roatán, the 
largest island, for its deep, defensible harbor and natural fortifications such as extensive 
rocky shores and protective coral reefs. Trelawney and Hodgson believed a fortified 
settlement on Roatán would provide English ships and colonists with a point of defense 
and refuge against Spanish attacks around the Bay. Hodgson and William Pitt, a resident 
of the English settlement of Black River on the Mosquito Coast, surveyed the island and 
reported to Trelawney that it could serve as a base for military and trading operations for 
English settlements along the Mosquito Coast and Belize (Davidson 1974). The Privy 
Council approved the idea and instructed Trelawney to establish a fortified settlement on 
Roatán as a dependency of Jamaica in 1742. 
 
The Bay Islands 
The Bay Islands are located approximately 30 miles off the north coast of 
Honduras in the Bay of Honduras in the “English-speaking western Caribbean” 
(Davidson 1974:1). From east to west this chain of islands includes Guanaja, Barbaret, 
Morat, Helene, Roatán, and Utila. Roatán is the largest island measuring approximately 
30 miles long and four miles wide (Figure 3.3).  
Spain claimed the Bay Islands in 1502 after Christopher Columbus arrived at the 
chain of islands during his fourth voyage to the New World. Governed by the Spanish  
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Figure 3.3. Map of the Bay Islands, Honduras 
 
from the city of Trujillo, the capital of Honduras, the island inhabitants engaged actively 
in communication and exchange with the Europeans. As demand for slaves increased 
after the settlement of Cuba, many of the Bay Islands were targeted by slave hunting 
parties and drained of their populations. When Hernan Cortes arrived in Trujillo in 1526, 
the islanders requested protection and upon “hearing that new expeditions were fitting out 
in Cuba and Jamaica, he at once dispatched a vessel to order them away, notwithstanding 
they had a license from the Governor of Cuba” (Squier 1858: 606). Relations between the 
Spanish and islanders developed as the capital began receiving supplies from the 
indigenous populations at the request of Cortes during his stay in Trujillo from 1526-
1527. After his initial request for quantities of fish from the Bay Islands, the “aborigines 
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supplied this town, with fish, cassava and maize, and were employed as laborers on the 
public works” (Conzemius 1928:62).  
According to Squier (1858: 606), while Spanish expeditions in Mexico and Peru 
diverted attention away from the Bay Islands during the early part of the sixteenth 
century, the “islands appear to have been quietly occupied by their inhabitants, and 
governed by the authorities of Honduras as dependencies of the port of Truxillo.” Don 
Francisco de Avila y Lugo, Governor and Captain General of Honduras, describes the 
existence of four indigenous communities on the Bay Islands. In his report to the 
President of Guatemala in 1639, Governor Avila describes “four towns of Indians in the 
Guanaja Islands, namely, Guanaja, Masa, Roata, and Utila” (Squier 1858:609). He 
described the towns of Masa and Roata as separated by “a narrow canal not admitting 
navigation, even by vessels of the lightest draft, so that the two parts are considered as 
one island” (Squier 1858:609). Governor Avila also described the inhabitants of Roata. 
He states, “The Indians, though few, are good, less easily reduced than those of Guanaja, 
especially those of Roata, who are laborious and faithful. In both towns the inhabitants 
suffer much from musquitoes, and are greatly reduced in consequence, notwithstanding 
the island is as fertile as Guanaja, yielding the same fruits and dye-woods” (Squier 
1858:611).  
Despite Spanish claim to the islands, English, French, and Dutch buccaneers 
began arriving in the Bay Islands during the early seventeenth century who “did not 
recognize the Spanish claim to the whole New World” (Conzemius 1928: 64). The Bay 
Islands provided these sailors with a strategic position from which to disrupt Spanish 
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commerce routes and to attack Spanish settlements along the coast of mainland 
Honduras. Free from an immediate threat of attack, buccaneers established temporary 
settlements on the islands and took advantage of the plentiful resources by either buying 
or stealing food from indigenous inhabitants (Conzemius 1928; McBride 2006). For 
example, in 1577 English Captain Francisco de Acles arrived with two ships on the island 
of Guanaja and overtook an indigenous community to use as a short-term base for 
supplies and ship repair. Upon hearing about the English occupation, Spanish Captain 
Diego Lopez and his men sailed from Trujillo to attack the camp and to drive out the 
invaders. During the battle the English captain was killed but several English sailors 
escaped. In a letter to the Spanish Crown from 1578, Captain Lopez wrote that one of his 
soldiers had found an English frigate which had “looted the neighboring island of Ruatan, 
and took a bark from its natives, and captured them”. Captain Lopez sent the letter to 
request the Crown’s compassion for failing to “put an end to the damage these people are 
inflicting” (Wright 1932:196-198). One of the earliest English settlements in the Bay 
Islands was established by William Claiborne, a planter from Virginia, in 1638 through a 
patent from the Providence Company. The Company selected Roatan as the location for a 
settlement because of its position in the Bay across from the Spanish fort of Trujillo. 
According to Naylor (1989:33), these types of small English settlements served as 
“pivotal points” for buccaneers and pirates interested in disrupting Spanish trade and in 
raiding Spanish logwood camps along the coast of Yucatan.  The Company renamed the 
island Rich Island in honor of Henry Rich, the Earl of Holland and the brother of Robert 
Rich, the Earl of Warwick (Newton 1966:267).  
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According to Davidson (1974:49), the specific location of the Puritan settlement 
has not been determined, but references to a swamp suggest the site may have been just 
north of Old Port Royal. This location would have positioned the site relatively close to 
the village of Roata and would have allowed these Puritan farmers to “farm and trade 
with the Indians (Davidson 1974: 50). These colonists appear to have had only a few 
years at the site because civil war conditions in England damaged the country’s 
connections to its colonists in the Caribbean and left the puritan settlement without 
protection from England. The settlers remained on Rich Island until 1642 when Spanish 
forces drove them away from the region and destroyed the settlement (Davidson 1974; 
Naylor 1989; Newton 1966, 1967; Kupperman 1993; Sorsby 1997). 
Tensions over the control of the Bay Islands’ ports and resources prompted the 
Spanish to consider ways to diminish the appeal of the islands to other European powers. 
The Spanish considered removing the inhabitants as early as 1639 “in order to deprive the 
buccaneers of this asylum where it was so easy for them to obtain food and guides” 
(Conzeumius 1928:5). Squier (1858:607) reports that a decision was made “to withdraw 
them [aboriginal inhabitants] to the main land, and, by destroying the towns and 
plantations, deprive the corsairs of an asylum, and of the means of prosecuting their 
lawless enterprises on the adjacent coasts.” After launching the steps for removal in the 
1640s, the indigenous population of the Bay Islands was finally removed by the Spanish 
in 1650.  
 Despite the destruction of the Providence Company settlement at Old Port Royal 
and the removal of the indigenous populations from the island, the Spanish continued to 
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experience problems with English pirates in the Caribbean well into the seventeenth 
century. Both large and small groups of pirates were attracted to the Bay Islands “as a 
secluded place to careen and refit ships, to cut logwood, to hunt the feral hogs, and to 
catch turtles” (Davidson 1974:51). The cays along the coastlines of Guanja, Utila, and 
Roatan provided pirate fleets with shelter and escape routes if attacked while at anchor. 
After the expulsion of the puritan settlers from Old Port Royal, buccaneer activity in the 
Bay Islands prevented the establishment of permanent settlements until the early 
eighteenth century.  
 
Augusta and Its Occupants 
 The deep waters and protective features of New Port Royal harbor attracted 
Governor Trelawney and Hodgson to the southeast side of Roatán Island (Figures 3.4 and 
3.5). This location provided colonists with the benefits of a highly defendable harbor 
protected by land and coral reefs that restricted access to only one entrance into the 
harbor. Water depths allowed for large ships to be accommodated for repairs, to restock 
on resources, and to use as a stopping point from which to defend English shipping routes 
through the Bay of Honduras. A permanent settlement in the Bay Islands was meant to be 
a type of “general head-quarters, or base camp” for English colonists and shipping routes 
in the Bay of Honduras and a “starting-point for illicit trade with Spaniards, and perhaps 
a post from which men-of-war or customs authorities could enforce the laws of 
Navigation and drive the Dutch out of the logwood trade” (Pares 1936:103). 
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Figure 3.4. Map of Roatán Island, Honduras 
 
 
Figure 3.5. Map of New Port Royal, Roatán Island 
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On August 13, 1742, forces set sail from Jamaica and arrived on Roatán by August 23 
where they were joined by William Pitt and several settlers and Miskitu allies from the 
Black River settlement. Upon arrival, these settlers built two forts, one on each side of the 
entrance to the harbor. English and Miskitu settlers occupied the settlement until 1748 
when the Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle formally ended the War of Jenkins’ Ear and forced 
England to abandon the site (Davidson 1974; Dawson 1983; Horton 1985; Offen 2000). 
 
Summary 
While historical documents provide details on the intentions and motivations of 
English settlers in the western Caribbean, we know very little about how relationships 
between English and Miskitu peoples actually developed in the Bay Islands, how English 
and Miskitu interacted on a daily basis, the degree to which English and Miskitu groups 
adopted or adapted to each other’s lifestyles, and the long-term social and economic 
outcomes of these interactions. To begin to address these questions, I turn to the material 
record and discuss the results of our recent archaeological investigations of the settlement 
of Augusta on Roatán.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE INTEGRATION OF HISTORICAL AND 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS 
 
Introduction 
 In this dissertation, I argue that the English royalization process, as dictated by the 
Crown to its eighteenth century colonial settlements in the western Caribbean, shaped the 
daily routines and living arrangements of Augusta’s occupants on Roatán Island. In order 
to investigate the spatial and social outcomes of this colonial administrative practice, I 
take an integrated approach to the examination of royalization by incorporating both 
historical and archaeological methods into my research design. This chapter provides an 
overview of the selected methodology employed in this project. I address the purposes of 
these methods and discuss justifications for incorporating them into my research design 
by referencing their use in other research projects. I also point out the limitations to these 
methods as encountered during the data collection process.  
 
Research Design 
 An understanding of the spatial relationships expressed through archaeological 
landscapes, such as the constructed environment of a colonial settlement, as well as the 
identification and interpretation of artifacts, is important to a contemporary understanding 
of past human behavior. According to Hood (1996:123) landscapes are the “physical 
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spaces perceived and utilized by humans both explicitly and implicitly.” Anscheutz et al. 
(2001:181) expound on this concept of landscapes through the theoretical lens of social 
agency by describing people as “agents who contribute to conditions warranting the 
restructuring and reorganization of their interactions with their physical settings, with 
other members of their respective communities, and with residents of other 
communities.” These perceptions of human-landscape interactions appear in recent 
archaeological investigations of historical sites in colonial America where, for example, 
Levy (2013) discusses how an intimate understanding of the archaeological landscape of 
Ferry Farm helped scholars identify the location of George Washington’s boyhood home. 
Levy questioned assumptions about the nature of historical events that had occurred at 
the site, which ultimately led to an alternative explanation. Levy (2013:203) describes 
archaeological sites as “collections of tiny conundrums” that can only be pieced together 
and interpreted through an understanding of spatial organization and stratigraphical 
sequences. For example, by scrutinizing the placement of a single flat stone in relation to 
a longer line of stones positioned in a trench, Levy recognized the outline of 
Washington’s home rather than a “problematic wall fall” (Levy 2013:206). His research 
team also addressed questions surrounding documentary references to a house fire in 
1740.  By evaluating the sequence of plaster deposits in the cellar of the home, 
researchers recovered evidence of a fire, but a much smaller fire than described in Ferry 
Farm’s “narrative” that only destroyed a portion of the home (Levy 2013:190). This 
resolved Levy’s research question regarding the possibility of two homes, pre-fire and a 
post-fire structures. The Washington family repaired the damaged area of the home rather 
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than being forced to construct an entirely new building. According to Levy (2013:208), 
the landscape plays a crucial role in our understanding of past human activity because 
“the ground never forgets, and when handled in the right way it can be made to tell its 
otherwise hidden stories.”  
 Following these approaches, I examine both the natural and constructed spaces of 
Augusta’s colonial landscape in order to better understand the everyday lives and 
interactions of its English and Miskitu occupants. English officials selected New Port 
Royal as a settlement site for its natural defenses and restricted access into the harbor. 
English soliders, accompanied by Miskitu allies, designed the fortifications and 
settlement according to English defense standards. According to historical accounts, these 
cultures worked together in close proximity to build and maintain this eighteenth century 
settlement. However, investigations into the archaeological record from Augusta are 
necessary to provide greater insight into the occupants’ daily lives and the outcomes of 
these everyday practices. To investigate the motivational factors behind the establishment 
of Augusta and all subsequent activities related to the founding and occupation of this 
community, I address these research topics according to three specific objectives: 1) 
interrogating historical documents for an understanding of the motivational factors 
contributing to the selection and organization of the Augusta settlement; 2) documenting 
the spatial organization of the Augusta settlement ; and 3) analyzing the distribution 
patterns of European and non-European material culture at the Augusta settlement (Table 
4.1). 
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Table 4.1. Dissertation Research Objectives 
 
 
Historical documents relating to the founding of Augusta impart valuable insight into the English Crown’s rationale for 
selecting Roatán as the location for a military settlement. Documentary analysis addresses the first objective of the research 
design by providing historical context for the archaeological data and all interpretations of the findings. Historical documents, 
such as survey maps, government orders, Privy Council meeting notes, traveler accounts, and personal correspondence, help to 
clarify why the island was chosen and describe those involved in the occupation of Augusta. However, historical documents 
are not objective lenses through which contemporary scholars can view an unbiased depiction of the past. 
Objective Methods Data Inferences
Objective 1: to scrutinize historical documents Analysis of documentary evidence Orders from Privy Council Confirm location of Augusta settlement
 for an understanding of the motivational factors contributing Analysis of historical maps Historical survey and maps of Augusta Estimate population size
 to the selection and organization of Augusta Comparison of documentary Correspondence from Augusta Governance of Augusta through Jamaica, 
 evidence with topographical maps settlers to Privy Council de-centralization of Crown’s power
Objective 2: to document the spatial organization of Augusta, Systematic pedestrian survey Settlement pattern Spatial organization of settlement
 based partly on information gained from Objective 1 Surface collection Fortifications Patterning of structures
GPS Wall foundations Modification of landscape for defensive
Mapping with total station Artifact assemblages purposes
Elevated mounds
Objective 3: use information from Objective 2 Auger probes Ceramics, glass, nails, bricks, bajareque Adaptation to local environment
to help locate excavation loci for analysis of the distribution Excavation units Soil/sediment samples Interaction with indigenous populations
patterns of European and non-European Artifact analysis Imported goods vs. local production
 materials found within Augusta Soil analysis Activity loci
Construction materials
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The integration of documentary research into archaeological investigations of culture 
contact requires researchers to employ critical evaluations and analyses of documentary 
evidence in order to verify the credibility of the sources. Little (2006) suggests that 
scholars ask basic questions about the sources like who, what, when, and why to evaluate 
the reliability and relevance of the information. Recognizing the historical context of the 
documents is important to understanding the ways in which the written record reflects the 
social, political, economic, and personal issues of the writer. An awareness of historical 
context enables archaeologists to determine what types of relationships exist between the 
documentary and archaeological sources and how these connections can be applied to the 
culture contact studies. I argue that a comprehensive evaluation of the establishment of 
Augusta requires the integration of archaeological methods into the research design to 
address the second and third research objectives.  
 My archaeological investigations concentrate on Augusta’s spatial organization 
and material record. English officials praised New Port Royal harbor for its natural 
defenses and restricted access and believed it would be an ideal location for a defensive 
outpost in the Bay Islands. Royalization in this context involved a structured use of space 
where areas reserved for daily activities and interactions were enclosed by a perimeter of 
defensive structures. Equally important to how royalization impacted the structured use 
of the landscape at Augusta are consumption patterns of English and Miskitu products 
across these spaces, which may reveal additional insights into the royalization process. 
For example, archaeological excavations at Marshall’s Pen, an eighteenth century coffee 
plantation in Jamaica, recovered large quantities of refined earthenware indicative of 
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England’s shift to mass production and export during the mid-eighteenth century (Delle 
2009). Augusta was occupied just prior to the growth of England’s factory production 
during the 1760s, and so the material assemblages at Augusta were likely more diverse 
with regard to imports. Challenges with accessing needed items may have required 
settlers to rely more heavily on locally manufactured Miskitu pottery and other objects 
from time to time. While Marshall’s Pen was a commercial enterprise, unlike the military 
function of Augusta, the material record shows a distinct separation of English material 
culture from that of local islanders and slaves.  
In summary, the purpose of this study is to investigate and evaluate the 
motivations and actions surrounding the selection, establishment, and eventual 
abandonment of the eighteenth century English settlement of Augusta on Roatán Island. I 
organize the research design according to three specific objectives in order to assess the 
implementation, or outcomes, of the royalization process at Augusta. I use both 
documentary research and archaeological methods to gather archival, spatial, and 
quantitative data for the analysis. These methods include documentary research, 
pedestrian survey, surface collection, photographic documentation, subsurface testing, 
and artifact and soil chemical analysis.  
While I incorporate these methods into my research to take a multi-faceted 
approach to the study of English royalization, I must acknowledge the limitations of these 
methods within the context of my fieldwork. Limited funding for this project restricted 
the amount of time, staffing, and resources available for research and analyses. The 
amount of time allowed for archaeological fieldwork was limited to the summer months 
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of 2009-2012 and the lengths of these field seasons varied according to financial 
constraints. The lack of funding limited the number of staff and resources available for 
the project, so the majority of labor came from field school students and graduate student 
volunteers. The available options for the artifact and soil analyses are limited by these 
financial constraints as well. Conducting field work in a foreign country limited my 
access to my quantitative data. While I was granted permission to have soil samples 
shipped into Florida from Honduras, the artifacts collected through surface collection and 
excavation remain within the country. The initial processing, analysis, and cataloging of 
all artifacts took place at the field laboratory on Roatán. These artifacts were classified on 
the basis of material type, function, and/or morphological characteristics. Once this was 
completed all artifacts were transported from the island to the Regional Collections 
Center of the Honduran Institute of Anthropology and History, located at La Lima, at the 
end of each field season. My quantitative data analyses rely on notes, photographs, and 
drawings of these artifacts. 
 
Timetable for Data Collection 
  I began conducting archival and archaeological research on the eighteenth century 
English settlement of Augusta in 2009. In June 2009 I visited the Smithsonian 
Institution’s National Anthropological Archives to review and analyze the Papers of 
William Duncan Strong, a collection of Strong’s personal notes, drawings, and maps 
from his 1933 expeditions to mainland Honduras and the Bay Islands. These documents 
include his field notebook, photographs, and sketches of the location of the “ruins of old 
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town” at New Port Royal (possibly Augusta). I used this documentary evidence as a 
guide to gather archaeological data during reconnaissance surveys of Old Port Royal and 
New Port Royal harbors on Roatán Island in June 2009 and June 2010. Data collection 
methods included pedestrian survey and photographic documentation. Data gathered 
from Strong’s notes and historical sources, in conjunction with pedestrian survey and 
photographic observations, enabled my research team to identify the location of Augusta 
along the ridgeline overlooking New Port Royal harbor in June 2010.  
 I returned to Roatán to continue archaeological field work over a four-week 
period in June 2011. I divided the research area into 6 operations for survey and 
subsurface testing. During this field season, my research team completed a full coverage 
pedestrian survey using GPS equipment, topographic maps, and a total station surveying 
instrument in the field.  The team conducted a general surface collection concurrently 
with this pedestrian survey and mapped the research area with the total station. 
Subsurface investigations began with the placement of auger probes performed across the 
site at regular intervals of 8 m. I obtained soil samples from these auger probes that were 
sent back to the lab at USF for further analysis. Excavation units were also placed along 
an east-west axis across the central portion of the site at 7 m intervals.  
 Archaeological field work continued the following calendar year when I returned 
to Roatán with a group of field school students to continue surface and subsurface 
investigations over a five-week period in May 2012. I expanded the research area from 6 
to 12 operations for additional survey and subsurface testing. The field crew completed 
pedestrian surveys and surface collections, mapped with a total station surveying 
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instrument, collected soil samples, excavated units, completed profile drawings of all 
excavation units, and collected photographic documentation. I completed texture, pH, and 
phosphate analyses on all soil samples in the Mesoamerican Lab at USF in 2012.   
 
Data Collection 
 The methods selected for data collection correspond to the primary research 
objectives of this dissertation. The methods I use to address these research topics follow a 
sequence in which the data recovered from the documentary record were used to guide 
the execution of subsequent archaeological methods. Initially, I collected data about 
Augusta from historical sources such as eighteenth century maps and drawings of the 
harbor, and used this information to guide my preliminary surveys. I determined the 
positions of auger probes and excavation loci for analysis after reviewing the data 
retrieved during the pedestrian surveys and surface collections. I continued to draw from 
historical sources throughout the research process to assist with my analyses and 
interpretations of the spatial and quantitative data recovered from these surface and 
subsurface methods. Although several of these methods had to be completed in particular 
sequences or were used simultaneously, I discuss the purposes and justifications for the 
selected methods according to three categories: historical research, surface, and 
subsurface.  
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Historical Research Methods 
The first research objective of this dissertation is to identify and understand the 
motivational factors behind the selection and occupation of New Port Royal harbor by 
English and indigenous colonists. Islands in the western Caribbean held great interest for 
English officials and merchants who sought strategic locations for the support and 
protection of their economic and political pursuits. Founded during the early eighteenth 
century, Augusta is a historical settlement referred to in Privy Council meeting notes, 
royal orders, and personal correspondence, and documented in official government 
surveys of Roatán Island from the 1740s. Beaudry et al. (1991:160) argues that 
documentary analysis is an integral step in the study of material life in historical times 
and that “context is where meaning is located and constituted and provides the key to its 
interpretation.” Following this example, I use documentary evidence such as these papers 
to investigate the English Crown’s intentions for establishing a military settlement in the 
Bay Islands, as well as to obtain descriptions of the site, its occupants, and its 
surrounding environmental conditions. In order to gain insight into English 
administrative goals for settlement, I scrutinize historical documents for details about 
royal colony governance and the spatial organization of the site.  
In order to better understand the dynamics of cultural change, Wilson and Rogers 
(1993) believe archaeologists should employ multiple lines of evidence in contact period 
studies. They advocate for an integrated approach, which emphasizes the importance of 
using archaeological and historical sources together to evaluate evidence for cultural 
transformations and continuity (Wilson and Rogers 1993:8). The approach brings 
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archaeological and documentary data together to the study of culture contact in order to 
evaluate relationships between material objects and human behaviors. D’Agostino (1995) 
reminds archaeologists that documents are artifacts and can be analyzed along with 
material culture to gain insight into the social and cultural context of the period.  
Historical documents such as shipping records and account books often refer to artifacts 
found in the archaeological record and may “provide an avenue into artifacts and their 
context parallel to the material record exposed by ‘dirt’ archaeology” (D’Agostino 
1995:117). According to Wilson and Rogers (1993:7), this combination of sources 
provides scholars with an opportunity to establish an “interactive research dialogue” 
through the use of “complementary investigative routes.” Historical documents offer 
analogies and hypotheses that may be useful to the interpretation of archaeological 
materials, while the material record provides a diachronic element to historical 
investigations into European and Native American contact. “Ethnohistory and 
archaeology offer a record of change that contributes to a reevaluation of current attitudes 
toward American Indians and other native peoples caught up in the European expansion 
that began in the Americans in 1492” (Wilson and Rogers 1993:8).  
Gasco (1993) uses her study of Native American and European interactions in the 
Province of Soconusco to demonstrate how important the combined use of documentary 
and archaeological evidence can be for evaluations of culture contact. Gasco utilizes both 
types of data as complementary sources of information about colonial Soconusco in order 
to overcome the limitations caused by drawing from them separately. Gasco’s research 
draws from archaeological data excavated from the colonial town of Ocelocalco and 
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archival data retrieved primarily from the Archivo General de Indias in Seville. She 
centers her study on historical accounts of the colonial cacao industry to evaluate how 
socioeconomic relationships among Spaniards and indigenous populations changed 
between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries. Gasco (1993:164) notes that her sources 
were contradictory at times, but states that “if I had relied more heavily on either source, 
many of my conclusions would have been very different.”    
Trigger (1986:260) echoes these sentiments about the benefits of combined 
historical and archaeological research when he describes archaeology as a 
complementary discipline to “ethnohistory” that is “capable of providing information 
about cultural change that ethnology cannot.” Ethnohistorical research has played an 
important role in the study of culture contact by challenging images of indigenous 
populations as static entities that only experience change as a result of external contact. 
Ethnohistorians have refuted assumptions about the inevitable disintegration of Native 
American cultures by recognizing and addressing the ways in which indigenous peoples 
maintained their identities and cultural practices despite the social, political, and 
economic upheavals of encounters. In order to advance the study of culture contact, 
Trigger believes ethnohistorians interested in understanding early European and Native 
American contact must incorporate archaeological data into their research to better 
understand changes in demographics and social, economic, and political organization. 
Trigger (1986:259) thinks that “American archaeologists and ethnologists must strive 
harder to develop the mutual understanding and cooperation that are required to 
investigate in detail the earliest impact of European discovery upon the New World.”  
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Historical archaeologists have employed a variety of strategies for integrating 
documentary evidence into their research ranging from aid in the identification of artifact 
functions and site locations to the use of documents as sources for hypotheses and 
contradictory information. Gasco’s (1997) archaeological project at the colonial site of 
Ocelocalco in Soconusco presents an example of how documentary evidence can help 
archaeologists overcome challenges of poor preservation by contributing information 
about site location. Gasco confronts the problem of finding historical sites in the humid 
lowland zones of Mesoamerica; sites that may be covered with vegetation, lack visible 
surface remains of structures, and offer few, if any, artifacts on the ground. She discusses 
the advantages of using documentary evidence, including both maps and written 
descriptions of locations, among the strategies employed to find abandoned colonial sites 
like the town of Ocelocalco. Although Gasco found several early maps of the Soconusco 
province from the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, she acknowledges the limitations of 
the maps to “allow archaeologists to pinpoint town locations in the Soconusco” (Gasco 
1997:43). Since many towns identified on these maps lacked any identifiable remains, 
Gasco turned to the written descriptions of town locations provided by parish priests. By 
combining the information gathered from an eighteenth century description of the town’s 
location, along with a local oral account, the research team was able to confirm the 
location of Ocelocalco.   
The integration of archival data and archaeological field research appears in 
descriptions of The Galways Project, a research project organized to investigate the ruins 
of Galways plantation on the island of Montserrat in the West Indies. Initiated by national 
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interest in promoting tourism through the interpretation of historic sites, the project 
directors sought to document the architectural features of the sugar plantation, to 
investigate the daily lives of those who worked in the plantation, and to “place Galways 
plantation in the broader contexts of Montserrat, of the Caribbean region, and of the New 
World plantation systems” (Pulsipher and Goodwin 2001:178). The project focused on 
the ruins of the Galways sugar works, a sugar plantation built by Henry Dyer in the 
eighteenth century. Due to the damaging effects of hurricanes, earthquakes, volcanic 
eruptions, and vegetation growth, investigations of the ruins required a combination of 
archaeological, ethnographic, and archival research strategies. According to Pulsipher 
and Goodwin (2001:179), documentary research comprised a “major part of the Galways 
Project” and encompassed a number of repositories including the archives in Antigua and 
Jamaica, the Public Record Office, and the Library of Congress in Washington, D.C. 
Archaeological field work included clearing vegetation, conducting surface collections 
and test excavations, and mapping the complex, while ethnographic strategies included 
recording oral histories of descendents and documenting material culture practices. 
Through these strategies, the directors sought to investigate both the material record of 
the plantation and the “cognitive (ideational) and behavioral worlds of Galways people” 
(Pulsipher and Goodwin 2001:181). Pulsipher and Goodwin (2001:181) believe that they 
would have missed or misinterpreted the material evidence without some prior 
understanding of “the behavior that produced certain types of material evidence even 
before we were aware that the evidence existed archaeologically.”  
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Although the documentary record can serve as rich sources of information 
regarding the historical context of cultural encounters, researchers must be cautious in the 
ways they apply documentary evidence to their interpretations of culture contact. Little 
(2006:389) believes “history exists only through interpretation” and that archaeologists 
interested in working with historical documents will come to understand that the 
“interpretation of documents is no less fraught with uncertainties and judgments than the 
interpretation of archaeological resources.” Historical methodologies are limited by the 
context of the documents and need to be reviewed critically for their purposes and the 
underlying motivations of the authors. If historical documents are to be used as sources of 
information for culture contact studies, Trigger (1986:258) emphasizes the need for an 
awareness of historical biases because “native people were independent actors on the 
stage of history to a much greater extent than most European chroniclers were aware in 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.” Trigger credits “ethnohistorians” for becoming 
more adept at recognizing bias in historical documents by bringing attention to the 
authors of documents and by questioning their intentions. He believes this type of critical 
analysis is vital for investigations into processes of cultural change since it has the 
potential to reveal the “limitations of traditional interpretations of colonial history” 
(Trigger 1986:258).  
Aside from inherent biases, historical documents may also present archaeologists 
with the challenges of access and interpretation. D’Agostino (1995) believes that 
difficulties in finding, reading, and analyzing documentary evidence have limited their 
integration into historical archaeological investigations. She concedes that the use of 
112 
 
relevant documents may be limited by poor preservation, inaccessible collections, or 
undecipherable script. Archaeologists face problems with interpretations due to “hard to 
read microfilms, untranscribed documents where the handwriting and scripts require 
knowledge of paleography, and heavily edited transcriptions” (D’Agostino 1995:119). 
Despite these challenges, D’Agostino (1995:128) believes the combination of 
documentary and archaeological methods can “lead us to a better understanding of how 
people organized and perceived their lives- how they saw the relationships between 
objects, activities, and space” (D’Agostino 1995:128). This type of approach is vital to a 
deeper understanding of the processes and changes of past culture contact.  
 In order to gain insight into the daily lives of Augusta’s occupants, I scrutinize 
historical documents for details about royal colonies, colonial governance, English-
Miskitu relations, and the spatial organization of this military outpost. Axtell (1979:1) 
describes how both historians and anthropologists use “ethnohistory,” a “disciplinary 
hybrid,” to evaluate the nature of cultural change. Ethnohistorical studies are often 
associated with written documents, but ethnohistorians incorporate a much broader range 
of evidence including “maps… oral tradition, ecology, site exploration, archaeological 
artifacts (especially trade goods)… and place names” into their studies (Axtell 1979:4). 
The analyses of such ethnohistorical sources can provide scholars with information about 
the motivations and prejudices involved in culture contact.  Axtell (1979:8) argues that 
scholars must “see the ethnocentric biases and motives in each culture” in order to better 
understand each group’s actions.  
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In this dissertation I follow Axtell’s (1979) broad characterization of 
ethnohistorical sources by incorporating evidence from maps, administrative orders, 
personal correspondence, essays, political commentaries, and archaeological materials 
into my study of Augusta (Table 4.2). However, following Wolf (1982:18-19), in this 
dissertation, I use the term “history” in place of “ethnohistory” so as not to rank the 
historical significance of Western versus “Other” histories. I include historical sources in 
Chapter 2 within my discussion of England’s colonial policies. I incorporate other 
documents such as the personal correspondence of Robert Hodgson, Sr. describing his 
encounter with Miskitu leaders and their agreement to the conditions of the 1740 Treaty 
of Friendship and Alliance in the descriptions of the Miskitu Kingdom in Chapter 3. 
Chapter 5 includes those sources relevant to the founding of Augusta such as royal orders 
and instructions sent from the Crown to Governor Edward Trelawney of Jamaica and 
recorded in the Register of the Privy Council. Additional historical records document the 
earliest surveys of New Port Royal harbor completed by English officers and surveyors in 
the 1740s. These maps detail the locations of forts, Augusta, and sources of fresh water.  
 
Archaeological Methods 
By taking integrated interdisciplinary approach to the study of culture contact and 
royalization, archaeological methods, as well as documentary research, must be 
employed. While historical documents provide details on the intentions of English settlers 
at Roatán, we know very little about how relationships between English and Miskitu 
peoples actually developed in the Bay Islands, how English and Miskitu interacted on a  
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Table 4.2. Historical Documents 
 
 
daily basis, the degree to which English and Miskitu groups adopted or adapted to each other’s lifestyles, and the long-term 
social and economic outcomes of these interactions. To begin to address these questions, I argue that archaeological methods 
should be used to investigate the material record. The following discussion outlines the primary methods employed at Augusta 
over the past four field seasons. The data recovered from these archaeological methods are presented in Chapter 5. 
 
Historical Resources Date Citation 
Henry Barnsley (map) 1742 Barnsley 1794; Survey of Ruatan or Rattan
Anonymous (map) 1742 Horton 1985; A Plan of Portroyal Harbour in the Island of Ratan
Will Cuninghame (map) 1743 Horton 1985; Plan and Soundings of Port Royal in His Majesty's new Colony in Ratan
Sir Hans Sloane 1707 Sloane 1707; A voyage to the islands 
Robert Hodgson, Sr. 1740 Squier 1858; Letter to Governor Trelawney of Jamaica 
"Caribbeana" 1741 Keimer 1741; Caribbeana: Containing letters and dissertations, together with poetical essays, on various on various subjects and occassions
M.W. 1744 M.W. 1744; The Mosquito Indian and his golden river, being a familiar description of the Mosqueto Kingdom in America… written in or about 1699
Register of the Privy Council 1744 Grant 2005; Acts of the Privy Council of England, Colonial Series
Richard Rolt 1749 Rolt 1749; An Impartial Representation of the Conduct of the Several Powers of Europe, Engaged in the Late General War 1739-1748
John Trenchard 1754 Trenchard 1754; Cato’s letters: or essays on liberty, civil and religious, and other important subjects
Sir William Blackstone 1766 Blackstone 1766; Commentaries on the laws of England
Edward Long 1774 Long 2002; The History of Jamaica: Reflections on Its Situation, Settlements, Inhabitants, Climate, Products, Commercy, Laws and Government
James Wilson 1774 Nelson 2011; Considerations on the Nature and Extent of the Legislative Authority of the British Parliament 
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Pedestrian Survey 
 In order to recognize and better understand settlement patterns and the ways in 
which populations have altered the landscape through their behavior in the past, 
archaeological site survey methods must be employed (Marquardt and Crumley 1987). 
The site of Augusta is located on a ridge overlooking the harbor, to the West of a deep 
quebrada, a seasonal stream, and is estimated to cover a total area of more than 5,000 m² 
(Figure 4.1). The site has been damaged partly by the construction of a road that cuts 
through the south side of the site from east to west. Archaeological projects often begin 
with a regional survey to investigate settlement patterns or site survey to identify features 
of interest. Although survey techniques are often used to identify the location and 
boundaries of archaeological sites, landscape archaeologists often encourage researchers 
to consider land use patterns across the landscape rather than as bounded units of space. 
From this perspective it is important to design survey strategies to include seemingly 
unoccupied areas and uninhabited buffer zones between groups of people in order to 
investigate past perceptions and uses of land. Regional surveys can provide 
archaeologists with important data regarding the use of landscapes, settlement 
hierarchies, and patterns of human behavior across space.  
Ground reconnaissance usually involves walking across the landscape and 
examining the ground surface for anything indicative of past human activity such as 
structural remains, artifacts, or features. Survey team members are usually arranged along 
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Figure 4.1. Topographic map of excavation area 
 
transects to establish a systematic method for walking across the landscape to identify 
and record the distribution of archaeological remains. Systematic surface survey allows 
archaeologists to easily record the location of artifacts and features through the 
establishment of a grid system or equally spaced transects because the exact position of 
the remains are known within the designated area to be searched. This type of pedestrian 
survey, or field – walking, allows researchers to observe, record, and map archaeological 
remains such as artifacts, middens, structural remains, anthropic soil horizons, and 
chemical anomalies. Anthropogenic soil horizons are created by deposits of organic 
refuse such as shell, bone, and burned wood, while chemical anomalies represent changes 
in the chemical constituency of soils as a result of common human activities.  
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 Site survey strategies must take into consideration issues of archaeological 
visibility and site obtrusiveness. Environments with high visibility usually have little 
vegetation where the presence of archaeological materials can be easily seen without 
obstruction from plant growth or soil deposits, while areas with low visibility have 
substantial plant growth and little erosion where archaeological materials may be buried 
under thick vegetation or geological deposits. The visibility of archaeological remains 
can be affected by the same environmental factors as previously mentioned, as well as, 
population density and the durability of the materials used in the construction of 
architectural features and tool manufacture. Pedestrian survey is most effective in areas 
of high visibility, but can also be a valuable strategy for recognizing vegetation patterns 
indicative of variations in soil chemistry in locations with low visibility.  
 Wilkie and Farnsworth (2005) employed reconnaissance survey methods during 
their first complete field season at Clifton Plantation, an eighteenth century plantation 
owned by William Wylly on New Providence Island in the Bahamas. They conducted a 
survey of the site prior to subsurface testing so that they could assign future excavation 
loci according to the survey data. Some general descriptions of the historic structures on 
the property already existed, but survey was used to determine the locations and numbers 
of structural remains (Wilkie and Farnsworth 2005:120). Despite the physical challenges 
of the Clifton Plantation landscape, the survey crew identified the remains of historic 
buildings and walls and relied on “surface indications” to determine areas of human 
activity and land-use (Wilkie and Farnsworth 2005:120). The structures were assigned 
letter designations, mapped, and documented through drawings and photographs. 
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Consecutively numbered excavation units were organized in each locus to investigate the 
stratigraphy and to recover evidence for activity areas.   
Begley’s (1999) regional survey of the Culmi Valley in eastern Honduras 
demonstrates how additional systematic survey strategies can be employed to explore the 
environmental diversity of an area. After conducting a key site reconnaissance survey 
during the first phase of the project, Begley organized a regional survey of the valley to 
gather information on settlement patterns and site planning. The pedestrian survey 
covered flat areas using transects placed at 20m intervals to locate sites on topographic 
maps. Subsurface sampling, primarily shovel testing, was the “method of choice” in areas 
of low visibility (Begley 1999:71). In order to locate less obstrusive sites, the project 
incorporated alternative types of systematic survey such as ridgecrest survey and road cut 
survey. The ridgecrest survey focused on the discovery of archaic sites through intensive 
subsurface sampling at five meter intervals along ridgecrests. Begley (1999:76) states, 
“Experience in other areas of the Americas suggested that ridgecrests are one of the most 
likely areas in which to find such sites, due largely to the lack of alluvial or fluvial 
deposits to cover and obscure the sites.” The road cut survey took advantage of the 
benefits of erosion and increased visibility resulting from existing roads to locate sites 
with minimum usage of time.  
 
GPS Mapping 
The Global Positioning System (GPS) is a satellite system that was developed by 
the U.S. military to help one navigate and determine precise geographical locations 
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around the globe. Archaeologists use portable GPS receivers in the field during survey to 
record the precise locations of sites, artifacts, and features by collecting three-
dimensional coordinates. Armstrong’s (2001) archaeological evaluation of the East End 
community on the island of St. John demonstrates how GPS instrumentation may be used 
effectively to survey an eighteenth century African-Caribbean community. Like the 
rugged terrain of the Bay Islands, Armstrong (2001:153) notes that the East End of St. 
John “features steep slopes and irregular ridgelines” which make line-of-sight surveying 
difficult. Prior to this investigation, the east end of the island had not been well mapped 
because of its challenging environment and lack of economic value. Armstrong’s project 
used GPS instrumentation to “plot sites located through an intensive walking survey of 
the East End” in order to compare the data with historic Danish tax and census records 
(Armstrong 2001:153). This intensive survey also recorded the presence of activity areas 
as reflected in the distribution patterns of food-related artifacts across the site. Armstrong 
(2001:163) believes the integration of survey, archival data, mapping, and preliminary 
excavations are useful “in illuminating changes in the orientation and spatial distribution 
of residences in the community over time.” 
Prior to my dissertation research, McBride’s (2006) surveys of eighteenth century 
English settlements on Roatán in 1980 were the most recent archaeological investigations 
carried out around New Port Royal harbor. I chose this portion of the island to search for 
the archaeological remains of Augusta based on references to an English camp that I 
retrieved from several historical surveys of the harbor completed in the 1740s. Barnsley’s 
survey of “New Port-Royal Harbour” and an anonymous “Plan of Portroyal Harbour” 
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both date to 1742 and show the location of a camp on a ridge along the northwest 
shoreline of the harbor. Barnsley’s “English Camp” is positioned between identified 
sources of fresh water and to the east of a “cooperage,” while the “camp” on the 
anonymous map appears in a similar location in the harbor but includes parallel rows of 
rectangular structures extending to the north away from the shoreline. Like the Barnsley 
map, the anonymous “camp” exists on an elevated ridge that appears to slope down on its 
eastern and western boundaries. Will Cuninghame completed a similar survey of Port 
Royal harbor in 1743. This map includes a legend that identifies the “town of Augusta” in 
a similar location along the northwest shoreline in an area between two possible streams. 
The town appears to the north of the shoreline and includes the commanding officer’s 
house, barracks, and a parade within its boundaries.  
Following up on McBride’s work, my research team conducted a full-coverage 
pedestrian survey of Augusta to the north, east, and west of a road that presently cuts 
through the southern edge of the site from east to west. I recognized remnants of the 
English camp in this location from fragments of dark green bottle glass, pipe stems, and 
tin-glazed earthenwares scattered across the ground surface to the north and south of the 
road cut. My research team used portable GPS equipment during survey to document the 
precise locations of features, activity areas, and unique artifacts identified around the site. 
The team mapped the site and surrounding topography using a Trimble 5000-series total 
station surveying instrument and Garmin eTrex handheld GPS units to gather the spatial 
and elevation data (Phillips et al. 2013) (Figure 4.2). They also collected GPS coordinates  
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Figure 4.2. Shaded relief map 
 
of the site datum and the total station surveying instrument stations (Figure 4.3). These 
geographic data were analyzed and used to create maps with ArcGIS Arcview software.  
 
Subsurface Testing 
 In order to investigate the presence of buried archaeological remains, particularly 
in areas with low visibility and site obstrusiveness, subsurface testing is usually required 
in addition to pedestrian survey methods. Subsurface testing brings dirt up to the surface 
so that archaeologists can search for artifacts, features, and soil horizons. The methods 
can vary from shovel test pits, soil corers, mechanical soil augers, and posthole diggers. 
Shovel test pits are considered an effective technique for locating archaeological remains 
and are usually placed along transects at regular intervals to look for artifacts and  
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Figure 4.3.Elevation map 
 
examine soil stratigraphy and anthropic soil horizons. If archaeological materials are 
recovered from a shovel test pit, additional test pits may be excavated around the original 
pit at shorter intervals to help determine the locations of features and the extent of site 
boundaries.  
Subsurface techniques are effective methods for locating subsurface 
archaeological reminds, but researchers must take multiple factors such as project goals, 
funding, time constraints, geography, and occupation history into account when 
structuring sampling strategies. For example, Deagan’s (1981) survey of St. Augustine, 
Florida required the integration of subsurface sampling into the research design due to the 
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commercial and residential nature of the survey area. Continuous occupation of the site 
since the establishment of the original sixteenth century settlement limited the usefulness 
of ground surface survey, so the project focused on subsurface testing to locate 
archaeological evidence for the boundaries of the original site. The project conducted a 
systematic subsurface sampling strategy in a grid framework with a mechanical soil auger 
to test hypotheses about the location of the settlement based on cartographic and 
documentary evidence. This research design was based on an assumption that subsurface 
patterning and site boundaries could be “reliably observed in a systematically collected 
subsurface sample” (Deagan 1981:627). Based on the amounts of sixteenth century 
artifacts recovered from sub-areas within and outside the suggested area of the sixteenth 
century settlement, the project demonstrates one method for locating occupation area 
boundaries of historic period sites.  
Armstrong’s (1998) investigation of spatial organization and material use patterns 
among the management and labor populations at Seville Plantation in Jamaica 
demonstrates how archaeological evidence may be integrated into studies of the 
economic and social relations of cultural transformation. Armstrong examines the ways 
in which transformations in the spatial organization of the plantation provided enslaved 
African laborers with a method of resistance against the externally imposed restrictions of 
the slavery system. According to Armstrong (1998:383), the layout of Jamaican 
plantations “mirrors the economic motive of the planter to maximize production of a cash 
crop and to generate profit.” By comparing historical maps of the plantation with 
archaeological excavations of the site, Armstrong found modifications made to the spatial 
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arrangements of enslaved living spaces which defy complete acceptance of the planters’ 
imposed layout for the plantation. The project examined material use patterns as well to 
show how defined groupings of artifacts can be used in the analytical interpretation of 
ethnicity and social relations. Armstrong believes the recognition of distinct groups at 
Seville such as African Jamaican and East Indian laborers, planters, and overseers, allows 
for the assessment of ethnic distinctions which can be inferred from artifact assemblages. 
For example, the proportions of artifacts associated with “Personal and Community 
Presentation,” such as clothing and hygiene objects, “show a dichotomy between laborer 
and management” (Armstrong 1998:393). Excavations revealed higher ratios of these 
objects among laboring groups than the planters and overseers, and even more distinct 
patterns among the different labor groups themselves. Armstrong (1998:393) believes 
artifact groupings can be used to “show generalized trends and encompassing patterns, 
while clarity on causality, choice, and specific actions is gained at a subgroup and 
component of group level.”  
Deagan’s (2004) archaeological investigation into the effects of European contact 
on the lives of the Taíno reveals some important aspects about the interpretation of 
cultural continuity and transformation from the material record. As Lightfoot (1995) 
notes, earlier studies of indigenous responses to European contact often used artifact trait 
lists to identify and quantify the ratio of indigenous and European materials as a way to 
measure change. Deagan’s (2004) study of labor relations among the Taíno and Spanish 
demonstrates how a reliance solely on the presence of European artifacts within Native 
American sites may overlook important aspects of cultural interactions. Deagan 
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(2004:603) comments that most archaeologists working in the Americas assume that 
European contact “implies” the introduction and use of European artifacts by indigenous 
populations, but that the existence of recognizable European goods may be missing from 
the archaeological record of early contact period sites. The lack of European artifacts in 
the archaeological remains recovered from the Taíno households at En Bas Saline 
suggests a level of rejection of Spanish culture into the daily lives of the indigenous 
population. Deagan stresses the importance of analyzing faunal and floral remains in 
order to avoid underestimating the active, rather than passive, response of Native 
American populations to European contact.  
Archaeological investigations into eighteenth century English colonies in the 
Caribbean like Jamaica suggest that intentional modifications to local landscapes and the 
establishment of boundaries and structured spaces are important elements of the 
royalization process. These actions allowed English settlers to organize and define their 
day-to-day lives according to their interests, goals, ambitions, and worldviews (Delle 
2009). Many landscape modifications are visible on the ground surface and can be 
identified during reconnaissance survey, but subsurface testing methods are usually 
necessary to gather more detailed information about functions and related activities. 
Wilkie and Farnsworth’s (2005) research at Clifton Plantation began with a pedestrian 
survey of the site and then continued with the placement of test excavations in land-use 
activity areas. Even though they had already assigned locus designation letters to these 
areas based on their survey data, excavation units provided critical data for understanding 
when and how these spaces had been used. Test units were excavated to determine 
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stratigraphic sequences and the “density and types of activities that took place” for spatial 
analysis (Wilkie and Farnsworth 2005:129).  
Similar to Wilkie and Farnsworth’s (2005) research plan for their first field season 
at Clifton, my research design includes two archaeological objectives: first, to assess the 
spatial organization of Augusta through reconnaissance survey, then to investigate 
artifact distribution patterns through subsurface testing. I encountered several examples 
of physical alterations to the environment and boundary making during the pedestrian 
survey such as an elevated earthen mound, stone building and wall foundations, and 
natural boundaries like quebradas, ridgecrests, and shorelines. Taking an agent-centered 
perspective, I used this information to focus subsurface methods on activity areas within 
these boundaries, and carefully examined the spaces for evidence of landscape 
modification and function. I employed different subsurface methods around the site to 
address different research questions.  
Subsurface methods used at Augusta included auger probes, soil cores, and 
excavation test units. The precise placement and quantity of these tests was determined 
from the artifact and feature distribution patterns observed during pedestrian surveys and 
surface collections. I used auger probes to gather information on stratigraphic sequences 
from across the site because they are an efficient and fast way to investigate subsurface 
deposits. During the 2011 field season, I documented the natural stratigraphic profile for 
Augusta from the road cut along the south side of the site. I observed clear A-B-C soil 
horizons and recorded this data in Geoarch Roadcut Profile #1. This profile provided a 
point of comparison for samples taken from across the site to determine if historical 
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landscape modifications had occurred. Hand-operated auger probes were placed at 
regular 8 m intervals across the flat, centrally located area of the site to the north of the 
road cut between the two deep quebradas to the east and west. This area was later 
designated as Operation 4. Each auger bucket recovered samples at 0.10m intervals until 
bedrock was encountered. A 0.01kg sample was collected from the B Horizon contained 
in each auger probe. After completing phosphate analyses on these auger probe samples, 
I collected soil cores during the 2012 field season at regular 2 m intervals across a 10 m 
by 10 m grid surrounding the workshop area, later designated as Operation 7. Each soil 
core recovered a 0.01kg sample that was collected and returned to the USF 
Mesoamerican Archaeology lab for analysis.  
Excavation units were placed around the site in areas with visible features and 
structural remains as well as between them to continue this systematic subsurface 
investigation. All test units were set-up as 1m x 1m squares and excavated 
stratigraphically until bedrock was encountered.  My excavation team screened all soil 
with 1/8” inch screen. Due to time and labor shortages, a series of excavation units were 
placed along east-west and north-south axes across Operation 4 at regular 7 m intervals. 
The purpose of these test excavations was to investigate activity areas around the center 
of the site, an area enclosed by a combination of human and natural boundaries. I 
designated several additional spaces as human activity areas based on ground surface 
evidence and organized excavations in those areas. These additional excavation units 
were placed in spaces identified as the entranceway, the residential mound, the western 
quebrada, the workshop, and the adjacent ridge to the west of the center of the site. Both 
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spatial and elevation data regarding the locations of all auger probes, soil cores, and 
excavation units were mapped using a Trimble 5000-series total station surveying 
instrument (with a TDS Recon data collector). I analyzed these data quantitatively 
through exploratory data analysis presented them spatially using ArcGIS Arcview and 
Surfer software (Figure 4.4).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.4. Map of auger probes and excavation units 
 
129 
 
Artifact Analyses 
All artifacts recovered from surface collections and excavation units were 
classified and catalogued on the basis of material type, function, and/or morphological 
characteristics at the field laboratory on Roatán. The primary artifact categories used in 
the evaluation of Augusta include clay tobacco pipes, ceramics, buttons, bottle glass, 
metal nails, and construction materials (Epstein 1975, 1978; Turnbaugh1996; Watters 
2001; Wells 2008).  
 Ceramic types were classified and sorted according to paste type, surface 
treatment, and decoration. Paste types may include, but are not limited to, coarse 
earthenware, delftware, porcelain, and indigenous post-Classic wares, according to the 
typologies established by Begley (1999), Deagan (1987), Dennett (2007), Epstein (1975), 
Healy (1993), Noël Hume (1969), Turnbaugh (1996), and Shlasko (1989). Ceramic 
analysis included identification of form, manufacturing, and decorative modes, such as 
color, slip/painting. I used ceramic types and decorative motifs to calculate mean ceramic 
dates for specific activity areas. Other ceramic types, such as ceramic pipe bowls, were 
identified and used to date the site. 
 Glass fragments were categorized by color and shape. Bottle finishes, or lips, 
were  recorded along with other datable features from glass bases such as embossing, 
mold lines, and maker’s marks, following Hajdamach (2003), Noël Hume (1969, 2001), 
Miller and Stone (1970), Toulouse (1972), Van den Bossche (2001), and others. 
 Soils and sediments collected from auger probes were analyzed for phosphates 
and other elements to help reconstruct activity loci at the site. Prior to analysis, the 
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samples were air dried and sieved in a 2 mm mesh screen. Samples were stored in 
sterilized Whirlpak bags and shipped to the U.S. for chemical characterization at the end 
of each field season. Extractable phosphate concentrations were determined using 
colorimetry and laboratory procedures described by Terry et al. (2000), which are derived 
from the Mehlich II dilute acid extraction technique. Other chemical elements were 
determined using the DTPA extraction procedure developed by Lindsay and Norvell 
(1978). The concentrations of barium (Ba), copper (Cu), iron (Fe), manganese (Mn), 
mercury (Hg), nickel (Ni), lead (Pb), and zinc (Zn) were determined simultaneously 
using a combination of ICP-OES (for major elements) and ICP-MS (for trace elements). 
The chemical data were plotted on a map of the study zone to facilitate visual 
interpretation of the patterns and to aid in reconstructing activity loci.  
 
Threats to Validity 
 The interpretations and conclusions presented in this dissertation are based on the 
documentary and archaeological data collected during the implementation of the research 
design. While every effort was made to maintain objectivity and reliability within the 
discussion of my findings, threats to the validity of this research must be acknowledged. 
The following discussion highlights several factors encountered during this research that 
may challenge my interpretations of the data. 
 First, the overall integrity of Augusta as a site was compromised prior to any 
fieldwork related to this project. Although Augusta exists within the boundaries of Port 
Royal National Park, the south side of the site along the shoreline of New Port Royal 
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harbor experienced extensive damage from the creation of a road cut. This construction 
project removed an area approximately 8 m wide, 20 m long, and 5 m deep from the 
existing site. Artifacts that may have been disturbed by the construction could be among 
those found during surface collections along the south side of the site, but any 
information about their primary context or associated features has been lost. I must also 
recognize the damage done to the site by looters and natural formation processes. I 
observed numerous pits with artifacts strewn around the edges that had been dug by 
looters during the 2011 and 2012 field seasons. Looting activity, along with wind, rain, 
and erosion, across the site displaced artifacts from their original locations and damaged 
the site during our field seasons (2009-2012). 
 Second, my interpretations regarding Augusta’s spatial organization and English-
Miskitu interactions across the site are based on limited subsurface testing. Auger probes 
were completed at regular 8 m intervals to gather information about stratigraphy from 
different areas around the site, but excavation loci were limited in number and positions. I 
placed excavation units in the vicinity of perceived cultural activity such as high 
concentrations of bottle glass or building materials, but the artifacts and features 
recovered within these units may not be indicative of the entire area. While I have 
attempted to present a general overview of the spatial organization of Augusta based on 
the data recovered thus far, I recognize that my interpretations may be biased. 
 Third, the participants involved in collecting data for this dissertation have varied 
over the past four field seasons. While I have completed all the historical research for this 
project, numerous survey and excavation crews have completed surface and subsurface 
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testing at Augusta. For example, during the 2012 field season, eighteen members of the 
USF Roatán Field School were responsible for collecting archaeological data for this 
project via pedestrian survey, surface collection, subsurface testing, screening for 
artifacts, taking field notes, mapping, and counting, drawing, and photographing artifacts 
in the lab. Although the instrumentation remained the same, this change in observers 
makes consistency in data collection and interpretation difficult. Again, the 
interpretations I present in this dissertation represent the collaborative efforts of field 
teams from four different field seasons. 
 Finally, the artifacts recovered from Augusta remain in Honduras. Discussions 
about the quantities and types of artifacts presented in this dissertation, along with all 
artifact drawings and photographs, are based on field and lab notes taken by field 
assistants. While I was granted permission to ship soil samples from Honduras to Florida 
for analyses, all artifacts recovered from surface collections and subsurface tests at 
Augusta were transported from Roatán to the Regional Collections Center of the 
Honduran Institute of Anthropology and History. The team processed (cleaned, counted, 
weighed, and described) all artifacts before sending them to La Lima, but interpretations 
regarding artifacts recovered from Augusta have been made without access to any re-
analysis or review of these archaeological materials.   
 
Summary 
The research completed for this dissertation combined historical and 
archaeological methods to investigate the effects of English royalization practices at the 
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eighteenth century settlement of Augusta on Roatan Island. The objectives outlined in the 
research design include an assessment of documentary evidence for the motivational 
factors behind the establishment of the site as well as an archaeological investigation of 
its spatial organization and human activity areas. I argue that both historical documents 
and archaeological data are necessary for an understanding of the goals and effects of 
English royalization. Historical documents delineate the importance of the site and the 
Miskitu peoples to England, but archaeological investigations provide evidence for the 
ways in which these ambitions and interactions played out. Archaeological evidence can 
be used in conjunction with historical accounts to “shed further light” on locations of 
European-Amerindian encounters (Honychurch 1997:299). Data about Augusta 
recovered through the historical and archaeological methods discussed in Chapter 4 are 
outlined and described in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DOCUMENTARY AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
INVESTIGATIONS AT AUGUSTA 
 
Introduction 
 In this chapter, I scrutinize data recovered from the documentary and 
archaeological research outlined and discussed in Chapter 4. As I argue in Chapter 4, a 
more complete understanding of the daily lives of Augusta’s occupants can only be 
achieved through the integration of both documentary and archaeological methods into 
the overall research design. Historical accounts provide valuable insight into the 
motivations and goals behind the establishment of Augusta, while archaeological 
evidence allows us to see the realization of those descriptions and intentions at the 
settlement. Historical documents produced by the English Crown and administrative 
officials include royal orders, colonial policies, and personal correspondence written and 
exchanged among administrators in response to the selection and settlement of this 
English military camp in the Bay Islands. Archaeological evidence includes the spatial 
data, artifacts, and soil samples retrieved during pedestrian surveys, surface collections, 
auger probes, and excavations across the site.  
 In Chapter 3 I explore the historical motivations behind English colonization 
efforts in the Caribbean, specifically in the lands and islands around the Bay of Honduras. 
Chapter 5 continues the dialogue from Chapter 3 with discussion of historical data 
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relevant to the foundation and occupation of Augusta, exclusively the creation of official 
government surveys of New Port Royal harbor on Roatán Island. These maps provide 
information about the geography, resources, and the existence of an English presence in 
and around New Port Royal harbor at the time of the establishment of Augusta and its 
defensive fortifications. Observations from these surveyors include notes about the 
location and organization of Augusta and references to future areas of development for 
the English. Subsequent sections within this chapter provide an overview of the 
archaeological data recovered from the site over the past four field seasons (2009-2012).   
 
The Documentary Record 
Formal instructions sent from the English Crown to the royal governor of Jamaica 
regarding the establishment of Augusta are recorded in the Acts of the Privy Council and 
as official royal instructions, The Council of War made the official order to detach “two 
hundred men, for trying the success of the settlement of Rattan island… Lieutenant 
Hodgson was also ordered to be supplied with 1,500 for procuring the assistance of the 
Mosquito Indians, and was to be furnished with a captain’s commission for Mr. Pitts, an 
Englishman of esteem among the logwood-cutters, and blank commissions for three 
subalterns under him” (Rolt 1749-50:153). Fort George and a guard house were 
constructed on George’s Island, the cay in the harbor to the east of the entrance. Fort 
Frederick was built on the western side of the harbor entrance directly opposite Fort 
George (Rolt 1749-50). Cannon embankments may have also been placed on the Cow 
and Calf, two natural rock formations to the northwest of the harbor entrance. “The 
136 
 
officers perceived that this settlement promised to open an extensive trade to 
Guatimala… and this gave them encouragement diligently to forward the establishment 
of the settlement. A town was soon marked out, houses and huts were erected, and the 
place called Augusta” (Rolt 1749-50:159).  
Administrative matters and issues related to the management of English colonial 
territories were recorded in the Register of the Privy Council, the primary advisory 
council to the English Crown. Many references to the governance and support of the 
Roatán settlement appear in these documents, and demonstrate how important this site 
was to the larger political and economic goals of the country. On February 2, 1744, the 
Secretary of War was given operational instructions to carry out regarding the settlement 
on Roatán. In these orders, the island was “dependent upon the Government of Jamaica 
from whence it may best be supported” (Grant 2005:763). The orders requested that a 
“constant supply of provisions at full allowance should be lodged at Rattan for the 
support of the troops… and that there should be always six months provision in store 
there” (Grant 2005:762). The Privy Council instructed the Treasury to ensure that every 
inhabitant, along with family members and slaves, would have provisions for the first 
year after arrival. By June 1744, to encourage settlement on the island, the Committee 
recommended that the Governor of Jamaica issue a statement in the King’s name 
informing settlers that Port Royal in Roatán would be a “free port for all your Majesty’s 
subjects where not dutys either of export or import shall be paid for any goods or 
shipping” and that a “reasonable quantity of land shall be granted to all new comers being 
Protestants either English or Foreigners” (Grant 2005:766). 
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Historical Surveys 
 Historical records document the earliest surveys of New Port Royal harbor 
completed by English officers and surveyors in the 1740s. English Lieutenant Henry 
Barnsley surveyed the “island of Ruatan” (or “Rattan”) in 1742, shortly after the English 
had taken control of the harbor (Figure 5.1). He published his survey as a map of the 
island with “improvement” provided by Thomas Jefferys, Geographer to the King.  
 
 
Figure 5.1. Ruatan, Barnsley 1742 
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The map includes a section devoted entirely to a magnified drawing of New Port Royal 
harbor with references to the locations of Fort George, Fort Frederick, and an “English 
Camp in 1742” (Augusta) (Figure 5.2). 
 
 
Figure 5.2. Insert from Ruatan, Barnsley 1742 
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Barnsley considers Rattan’s location in the Bay of Honduras to be optimal for trade and 
shipping. He describes the harbor as “very healthy, on account of the sea breeze that 
meeting with no obstruction blows quite through and renders the air cooler and more 
temperate than in most parts of the West Indies. Vessels touch there often from Honduras 
to Jamaica when they are leaky or in want of water; and also, from Jamaica to Honduras, 
to take on board Pilots for the Bay” (Barnsley 1794). Barnsley’s survey ident ifies sources 
of freshwater around the harbor. These appear to be seasonal streams that follow the 
slopes of ridges down to the beach or may suggest flat areas of land near the beach where 
water could collect after rainfall. Moreover, Barnsley (1794) refers to three locations on 
the map as “rivulets of fresh water.” These positions, identified as “A,” “B,” and “C,” are 
all labeled at the southern base of the ridge where the English Camp is drawn. The 
camp’s buildings spread across the ridge above and between where Barnsley identifies 
these water sources. Barnsley also identifies the location of a “cooperage” with the 
presence of two small structures drawn along the shoreline to the west of the camp. A 
cooperage is a place for the production and repair of wooden barrel. This workshop area 
may have been associated with the camp because it appears along Barnsley’s sketch of a 
road or pathway extending along the west side of the harbor’s shoreline from the English 
Camp to Fort Frederick.  
Another map produced by an anonymous author provides a second historical 
“plan” of “Portroyal Harbor on the Island of Ratan” in 1742 (Horton 1985) (Figure 5.3).  
Although this map does not have a legend or key, a handwritten reference to a “camp” 
with numerous rectangular buildings appears in a similar location to Barnsley’s drawing 
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of an English Camp. These structures are arranged in parallel rows from the south to the 
north on the ridges above the shoreline. Indications of elevation are apparent through a 
cross-hatched design around the structures, which are bounded to the east and west by 
possible quebradas. This crosshatched design appears in stark contrast to the plain, clear 
land around the space labeled at “Litchfield.” Barnsley’s reference to a cooperage 
positioned to the west of Augusta is in a similar location to this map’s label of Litchfield. 
 
 
Figure 5.3. Plan of Portroyal Harbor, anonymous 1742 
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A third historical map, dedicated to His Grace John Duke of Montague Master 
General of His Majesty’s Ordinance by Will Cuninghame Engineer in 1743, also 
corresponds to the 1742 drawings about the location of Augusta (Horton 1985) (Figure 
5.4). Surveyed in 1743, this map documents the “plan and soundings of Port Royal in his 
Majesty’s new Colony in Ratan.” Accompanied by an explanatory key, the survey 
identifies the location of the “town of Augusta” above the beach to the west of Fort 
George and to the east of Fort Frederick.  
 
Figure 5.4. Plan and soundings of Port Royal, Cuninghame 1743 
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The parallel row of structures appears to curve across the ridge crest between two large 
quebradas to the east and west. The map identifies numerous portions of the settlement, 
including the barracks, the commanding officer’s house, and the parade. Given the large 
number of buildings on the map, it appears that the town stretched away from the beach 
to the north across several ridge crests. 
Due to the brevity of these historical documents very little information about the 
occupational period of Augusta exists. Historical records document the location of the 
settlement and the orders for its occupation, but questions remain about what actually 
happened at the site from its construction in 1742 to its abandonment in 1748. Aside from 
a few letters from Captain Hodgson to Governor Trelawney regarding the strategic 
advantages of founding a settlement on Roatán and the historical surveys, information 
about the daily lives of Augusta’s occupants remains missing.  
 
Previous Archaeological Research 
 Although the content is limited, Columbus’ diaries supply the earliest European 
descriptions of the Bay Islands. Later visitors to the islands including Commander R.C. 
Mitchell (1850) and Eduard Conzemius (1924) provide more detailed descriptions of the 
islands based on their travels, but funded archaeological investigations did not occur in 
the Bay Islands until the early twentieth century. During the 1930s, Frederick Mitchell-
Hedges investigated the islands and collected pre-Hispanic artifacts under the 
sponsorship of the Museum of the American Indian, while Junius Bird visited Roatán, 
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Utila, and Guanja during the Boekelman Shell Heap Expedition for the American 
Museum of Natural History.  
William Duncan Strong explored the Bay Islands for the Smithsonian Institution 
and published one of the most extensive archaeological reports of the area in 1935 (Wells 
2008:70). Strong (1935:36) visited the Bay Islands in 1933 and explored the same sites 
on Roatan that Bird had seen during the earlier expedition. Strong spent only a short 
amount of time at New Port Royal harbor due to the lack of observable indigenous 
remains, but made several references to historical structures in his report. On his 
approach into New Port Royal, Strong sailed past the Cow and the Calf, two rocks near 
the entrance of the harbor that once held cannons according to historical records. With 
the assistance of a local guide by the name of Painter, Strong found the remains of the old 
stone forts built to guard the only navigable waterway into Port Royal harbor. The 
English constructed Fort George on George’s Cay, a small island in the harbor, and Fort 
Frederick to the east of the settlement of Augusta. Strong also describes the ruins of a 
buccaneer town and a “pirate’s cave” along a creek (Strong 1935:36). They identified 
numerous fragments of green bottle glass strewn about the dry creek beds indicative of 
seventeenth century English sack, or rum, bottles.  
According to Davidson (1974), previous archaeological investigations have been 
conducted at about 44 sites in the Bay Islands which he divides into five different 
categories based on function: residential, ceremonial, offertory, burial, and unknown. 
Residential sites have been identified on Roatan, Utila, Helene, and Guanaja by the 
existence of “kitchen middens and widespread surface sherds” (Davidson 1974:20). 
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These sites range in size, but seem to be located at elevations between 50-60 feet above 
sea level on gradually sloping land relatively close to the beach. R.W. Feachem (1940) 
visited Roatan during an expedition to the Bay Islands during the summer of 1939. He 
explored the east end of the island which consists of hills overlooking a mangrove swamp 
which separates Roatan from Helene. Feachem (1940:182) and his team investigated “a 
very extensive ancient settlement site” which had been looted, but was located near a 
large rock covered with a series of “erosions” he believed could have resulted from 
cultural activity.  
The archaeological site of Augusta was previously recorded by Epstein (1975) 
during his survey of the area, and was catalogued as site R-30. In his report, Epstein 
(1975:73) describes the site as a “historic fortification and village” located on an 
“artificially flattened or contoured” bluff overlooking Port Royal harbor. His survey notes 
from August 14, 1975 include his observations of recent intrusions (looting) at the site 
that had disturbed the archaeological record and exposed historic artifacts such as rum 
bottle fragments, white-glazed majolicas, and bricks. The survey team’s guide, Sam, 
indicated that “Indian pottery” could be found through excavation, but they could not find 
any indigenous materials during their visit according to his notes. Epstein (1975:73) also 
believes they identified the same cave Strong described in 1933 as a “pirate’s cave” to the 
east of Augusta. The cave may have been modified for use as a storage facility by 
Augusta’s occupants (Epstein 1975).  
In 1980, McBride (2006) conducted a survey of eighteenth century cultural 
resources at New Port Royal to look for the remains of English settlements along the 
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harbor. His research team used information from historical maps to locate the sites of 
Augusta and Fort George on George’s Cay. They carried out surface collections and 
excavated a series of shovel test pits. Cultural activity areas, identified by the presence of 
glass and cannonballs dating to the 1742 occupation, were selected for the excavation of 
larger test units (McBride 2006). Almost 80 percent of the artifact inventory recovered 
during these surface collections and excavations was bottle glass. The excavation team 
also retrieved various ceramic types including English delftware and fine red 
earthenware, as well as clay pipe stems, bricks, window glass, and nails (McBride 
2006:55). McBride (2006:58) believes that the bricks may be the remains of a chimney, 
while the iron nails, window glass fragments, and brick rubble may have been used in the 
construction of residences or government buildings. 
 Horton (1985) also conducted an archaeological survey of New Port Royal during 
Operation Raleigh, a funded scientific expedition to the Bay Islands conducted from 
April to June 1985. Horton’s report includes a brief historical summary of English 
occupation of Port Royal harbor during the eighteenth century and historical descriptions 
of Fort George and Fort Frederick. Horton identifies Augusta as IB 42, a flat area on top 
of a spur located near a fresh water stream along the northern side of the harbor. 
According to the survey notes, the area is approximately 150 m by 80 m with the remains 
of “man-made steps,” also referred to as the “thirteen steps,” leading up the flat area from 
the east that may be the remnants of the entrance to the site (Horton 1985:34). Horton 
describes the presence of green bottle glass fragments and small pieces of tin-glazed 
earthenwares scattered across the surface of this flat area. Although the remains of only 
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one building referred to as the “well” appeared on the ground surface, Horton observed 
many fragments of building material such as bricks and sandstone blocks (Horton 
1985:34).  
 
Archaeological Data 
 The archaeological investigations carried out for this dissertation research 
represent the most recent terrestrial work completed in New Port Royal harbor following 
the fieldwork of McBride (2006) in 1980. Through systematic survey and excavation, my 
recent archaeological investigations at Augusta allow me to examine settlement dynamics 
and household activities. Like the work of McBride (2006), this project focuses on 
eighteenth century English settlements located on the eastern end of Roatan Island. 
Preliminary investigations, primarily reconnaissance surveys, were conducted along the 
ridgecrests and beaches of Old Port Royal and New Port Royal harbors in 2009 and 2010, 
while intensive pedestrian surveys, surface collections, and subsurface testing were the 
focus of the 2011 and 2012 field seasons. I used field notes and observations from the 
reconnaissance surveys in conjunction with eighteenth century maps and administrative 
royal orders to identify the location of Augusta and to determine potential areas in and 
around the site for more intensive investigations. 
 Reconnaissance surveys were performed with the help of three field work 
assistants over a period of approximately three weeks (June of 2009 and June of 2010). 
After surveying the north and south shorelines along the east end of Roatán Island for 
evidence of eighteenth century occupation, the field crew identified the location of 
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Augusta on a ridge overlooking New Port Royal harbor through the noticeable presence 
of bottle glass, tin-glazed earthenware sherds, and ceramic pipe stem fragments scattered 
across the ground surface. The random appearance of these artifacts to the south of a 
recently constructed road cut suggested that this slope was not the original location of this 
assemblage. The construction necessary to create the road removed an area of terrain at 
least 8 m wide, 20 m long, and 5 m deep from the existing site, effectively severing the 
site into two sections. Although the majority of the archaeological evidence has been 
investigated from the northern section thus far, it appears that the eighteenth century site 
boundaries continue to the south of the road cut and may have included a planned 
approach or entranceway connecting the central portion of the site to the shoreline.  
 The survey team noticed a flatter area bounded by two deep quebradas to the 
north of the road cut. It appeared that the artifacts found on the southern slope had moved 
down the gradual north-south gradient by natural formation processes such as erosion and 
rain or as the result of construction disturbances. Based on these observations, my survey 
team moved across the road to the northern slope leading up to the flatter portion of the 
ridgecrest. The northern slope was covered with fragments of dark green bottle glass 
including several inverted bottle bases embedded in the top soil yet still visible on the 
ground surface. Looter’s pits with fragments of glass scattered around the edges appeared 
with greater frequency as we climbed the slope to the centrally located flat area. 
Preliminary observations within this flat area included the presence of an elevated earthen 
mound littered with looter’s pits, the remnants of stone architectural features, and an 
arrangement of flat-faced stones along the eastern edge of the area. The reconnaissance 
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survey continued to west of the earthen mound into the western quebrada. As we moved 
south following the natural descent of the river bed, I saw numerous fragments of bottle 
glass, ceramics, and building materials scattered along the length of the quebrada. Dense 
underbrush covered the entire ridge making observations difficult, but these findings 
verified the existence of the site and were used as guides for surface collections and 
subsurface testing during field seasons 2011 and 2012.  
 After the completion of the preliminary reconnaissance surveys in 2009 and 2010, 
I divided the site into a series of numbered “operations” corresponding to the diversity of 
areas and features observed during those surveys in and around the site (Figure 5.5). Each 
operation represents a unique area within the site designated by either proximity to 
landscape features such as the road cut or quebradas, or the presence of visible structures 
or artifacts. Every operation is subdivided into at least one “suboperation,” which 
represents the implementation of a specific archaeological method in that area. While the 
operations at Augusta are represented by numbers ranging from 1 to 12, each 
suboperation is designated by alphabetic letters such as A, B, C, or D. For example, 
“05B” corresponds to Operation 5, Suboperation B. In this example, Operation 5 
represents the area of an elevated earthen mound and Suboperation B denotes a trench 
excavated into the east side of that mound. I assigned suboperation letters to each method 
used within a designated operation area and the letter sequence continued from one field 
season to the next. For example, Operation 5 includes Suboperations A, B, C, and D. 
“05A” and “05B” represent the surface collection and excavation units completed during 
the 2011 field season, while “05C” and “05D” correspond to the 2012 surface collection 
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Figure 5.5. Map of operation areas 
 
and trench excavated into the south side of the mound.  
Suboperations are further subdivided into “lots,” which correspond to the 
horizontal dimension of surface collection or the vertical dimension of excavation. Each 
lot represents a different level of soil associated with the natural stratigraphy of the site. 
For example, “05C-01” stands for Operation 5, Suboperation C, lot 1. In this case, 
suboperation C represents a surface collection and all artifacts recovered during this 
method are assigned to lot 1, the ground surface. In terms of excavation units the 
designation of “05D-01” represents Operation 5 and suboperation D where lot 1 
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represents the removal of the top soil, designated stratigraphically at Augusta as Horizon 
A. I divided Augusta into twelve operations based on combinations of factors for each 
area including location, the presence of architectural features, and artifact distribution 
patterns. An overview of each operation with location and distinguishing characteristics 
is shown in a map and table.  
 Pedestrian surveys, surface collections, auger probes, and excavations were 
completed with the help of five graduate research assistants over a four week period in 
June of 2011. A second season of intensive field work at Augusta was performed with the 
assistance of twelve field school students and four graduate research assistants over a six 
week period in June and July of 2012. The field crew conducted a full-coverage 
pedestrian survey of the site to the north, east, and west of the road cut. The survey 
covered the centrally located flat area to the north of the road, the surrounding ridgecrests 
elevated to the north and east, and two deep quebradas to the east and west. The field 
crew employed both pedestrian survey and ridgecrest survey techniques around the site of 
Augusta because of the presence of hilly terrain and the modern road cut. Surface 
collections were completed in all operation areas prior to any subsurface testing. 
Sampling strategies for subsurface testing methods such as auger probes, excavation 
units, and soil cores, were organized according to observations about architectural 
remains and artifacts made during surveys and surface collections. I customized the 
sampling strategy for each operation in relation to those field notes. 
 Initial artifact and excavation data analyses were completed at the field laboratory 
on Roatán Island. Artifacts were classified on the basis of material type, function, and/or 
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morphological characteristics. The primary material and class types recovered from 
Augusta include the following: ceramic (sherd, pipestem), glass (bottle, window), metal 
(nail, musket ball, slag, fragment), earth (brick, wattle and daub), mineral (plaster), 
ground stone (mano, metate, pestle), chipped stone (flint, quartzite, chert), and shell 
(marine). All artifacts were cleaned, counted, weighed, labeled, and entered into a 
catalogue on a laptop computer in the field lab. The most common types of materials 
represented in the artifact inventory from Augusta are bottle glass, ceramic pipestems, 
delftware (tin-glazed) earthenware sherds, metal nails, and bajareque (wattle and daub) 
fragments.  
  
Archaeological Excavations 
The establishment of Augusta occurred as a result of the royalization process. 
However, taking an agent-centered perspective, I focused team excavations on both 
public and private spaces, and carefully examined those areas for evidence of landscape 
modification as to how Augusta’s occupants organized and defined their day to day lives. 
I present the artifact inventories recovered from each operation in a series of artifact 
summary tables organized according to the overall layout of the site. I provide individual 
artifact summary tables for those areas perceived to be primary activity areas. These 
locations within the site correspond to distinctive architectural features and artifact 
assemblages such as the entranceway (operation 6), the plaza (operation 4), the 
residential mound (operation 5), the workshop (operation 7), and the midden (operation 
3), or trash area. I named these areas according to distinguishing structural features or 
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artifacts and assigned a distinctive operation number. The artifacts recovered from the 
remaining operations are consolidated into a single summary table. As Miller (1991a:1) 
states, “There are sites for which lumping is a very appropriate approach… those which 
were occupied for periods of less than 10 years and have not produced enough artifacts 
for meaningful breakdowns.” The inferences made about the daily lives of Augusta 
occupants have been made solely from the data retrieved through field work completed 
thus far.  
 
Entranceway (Operation 6) 
 The entranceway, or “steps,” is categorized as Operation 6: an area of large stones 
visible on the ground surface along a steep north-south slope connecting the north side of 
the road cut to a centrally located flat area. These stones appear to have fallen down the 
slope naturally, suggesting this may have been an intentionally created platform, look-out 
point, or series of steps directed toward the opening of New Port Royal harbor that has 
deteriorated over time. The northernmost stones associated with this operation lie 
between the remains of two architectural structures (to the east and west) identified as 
Structure 01 and Structure 02. The remains of this stone entranceway and look-out 
structures are located to the south of an open courtyard or plaza at the center of the site 
(Figure 5.6).  
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Figure 5.6. Map of Operation 6 
 
I refer to this area as an entranceway or “steps” based on Horton’s (1985) 
description of an eighteenth century English military camp site located at the northern 
point of the harbor. In Horton’s (1985:35) archaeological report, he refers to notes from 
historical surveys of New Port Royal for the existence of “thirteen steps… a road zig-
zagging up the south side of the hill.” He believes these “steps” did not serve as the main 
entrance into the site, but were built to provide occupants at the settlement with access to 
their water supply and powder magazine (Horton 1985). During my review of the 
documentary record, I noticed Barnsley’s drawing of the “English Camp in 1742” 
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includes a narrow road that gradually curves north away from the water. This road twists 
back and forth several times between sketches of small tent-shaped structures at it 
ascends from the shoreline to the center of the camp and ends. This end of the road 
connects to a much longer road that extends south from the camp along the western 
shoreline of the harbor and connects with Fort Frederick. A narrow road with a switch-
back orientation, or zig-zag appearance, also shows up in the anonymous survey from 
1742. This road stretches from the northern point of the harbor’s shoreline to an area 
within the “camp” between the parallel rows of rectangular structures. Horton (1985:35) 
believes the camp area appears to be unprotected in the historical maps, apart from the 
formal defensive structures of Fort George and Fort Frederick. However, I noticed an 
additional series of flat-faced stones arranged in a perpendicular line to the east of this 
north-south slope. This evidence may be indicative of a stone wall foundation running 
along the south side of the site that may have been used to designate the southern 
boundary of the camp. 
 The initial objective of Operation 6 was to complete a pedestrian survey along 
this north-south slope, which links the plaza to the road cut, and to collect any artifacts 
visible on the ground surface. I designated the survey and surface collection as 
suboperation 06A. Dense foliage, leaf debris, and unstable stones covered the slope, 
which made survey and surface collection difficult. During the survey I identified and 
collected a large brick (n=1, 3.3 kg) surrounded by large stones. An additional number of 
smaller brick fragments were identified on the ground surface after the area had been 
cleared of leaves and brush, but these bricks were not collected because I was interested 
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in observing the overall spatial orientation of both the stone and brick artifacts. Clearing 
the slope revealed the presence of a series of flat-faced stones embedded in the ground 
surface in staggered positions along the north-south incline. The majority of these stones 
were not aligned suggesting that they had moved down the slope over time as the result 
of erosion and rainfall.  
 Despite the erosion damage, a few pairs of flat-faced stones remained in contact 
in staggered positions along the slope indicative of a series of steps. This observation led 
to the creation of suboperation 06B, a 5 m x 1 m excavation trench oriented 30 degrees 
east of north positioned along the north-south slope. The northernmost unit, unit 5, was 
placed between Structures 01 and 02 to include the northernmost flat-faced stones 
associated within the operation. The goal of suboperation 06B was to remove the top soil 
(Horizon A) in order to expose the stones and reveal their alignment. The cut stones 
remained in their original locations as the top soil was removed for documentation 
including measurements, photographs, and drawings. Even though I limited the work in 
this trench to the removal of Horizon A, excavations in suboperation 06B, units 1-5, 
recovered numerous artifacts including one musket ball, one ceramic pipestem fragment, 
one large piece of blue on white delftware decorated with a Chinese floral motif (Shlasko 
1989), and several fragments of green bottle glass (Table 5.1). Some of these artifacts 
may have moved down the slope from their original locations as a result of natural 
formation processes or could have been dropped by occupants of Augusta as they 
traveled up or down these steps. Several fragments of green bottle glass remained 
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embedded in the exposed surface of Horizon B in unit 5 underneath two large cut stones 
along the northern wall of the unit.  
The largest stones appeared in the southernmost units, units 1 and 2, and the 
northernmost unit, unit 5. The roots from small trees cut during the clearing of this slope 
remained twisted around some stones and appeared to have dislodged stones and artifacts 
from their original locations. As the excavation team moved from south to north along 
the trench, the ground surface leveled out on the approach into the centrally located flat 
area. Smaller stones appeared in units 3 and 4 with two small clusters of cut stones 
exposed in the east and west halves of unit 3. I did not find a continuous alignment of 
stones throughout the trench. Instead of steps, the larger stones may be the remnants of 
staggered platforms or courses built along the slope as part of an entranceway or 
embankment. The remains of Structure 01 to the east of the trench include a circular 
course of stones, while the remaining stones from Structure 02 to the west form a semi-
circle facing outward toward the harbor. If the cut stones revealed in the trench did not 
provide easily accessible steps for the occupants of Augusta, the staggered stone courses 
may have been artificially designed platforms to enhance the functions of Structures 01 
and 02. These structures are positioned with unobstructed views of the entrance to the 
harbor to the south.  
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Table 5.1. Operation 6 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
Plaza (Operation 4) 
 The plaza is categorized as Operation 4: a centrally located flat portion of the site situated to the north of the road cut 
and bounded by the remains of rock wall foundations to the east and an elevated earthen mound to the west (Figure 5.7).  
 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Brick Brick (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 0 0 0 0 1 3297 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 1 3297 0 0 0 0
B 1 3 11.3 1 14 0 0 1 1.7 0 0
2 9 16.1 3 1.4 0 0 1 0.2 1 29.5 musket ball
3 6 24 3 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 3 89 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 42 530.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 63 670.6 7 16.6 0 0 2 1.9 1 29.5
TOTAL 63 670.6 7 16.6 1 3297 2 1.9 1 29.5
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Figure 5.7.  Map of Operation 4 
 
The survey team identified this open, flat area at the center of the site during the 
pedestrian survey, along with the remnants of stone wall foundations along the eastern 
and southern boundaries, as well as the vestiges of two circular stone structures 
(Structures 01 and 02) positioned along the southwest corner of the plaza near the 
entranceway. This is a unique area within the site in that it is the only flat terrain suitable 
for building more than a single structure or organizing a camp site on this ridge 
overlooking the harbor. Horton (1985:34) refers to a “flat spur” of land in this vicinity at 
the northern point of New Port Royal harbor with access to a fresh water source to the 
east and “available for settlement.”   
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The objective of Operation 4 was to obtain a stratigraphic profile of this portion of 
the site through the excavation of units along east-west and north-south axes. I divided 
Operation 4 into five suboperations oriented along an east-west axis, 04A, 04B, 04C, 
04D, and 04E, along with two suboperations, 04F and 04G, oriented along a north-south 
axis. The two axes intersect at suboperation 04E, unit 2. Suboperation 04A is a 2 m x 1 m 
trench oriented east-west that was excavated to a depth of approximately .45 m.  This 
area represents the eastern edge of Operation 4 where I observed two looter’s pits near 
the remnants of a rock wall during the pedestrian survey. The grid for this trench 
extended 2 m to the west from the eastern edge of the wall covering the position of the 
looter’s pits. I selected this location for two excavation units in order to investigate the 
orientation and construction of the wall as well as to explore why this area was targeted 
by looters. Expanding the looter’s pit contained within unit 1 revealed very disturbed soil 
mixed with leaf debris. The eastern side of the unit was sterile, but I recovered fragments 
of bottle glass approximately 0.20 – 0.30 m below the ground surface in the northwest 
corner. The appearance of small fragments of indigenous wattle and daub (locally 
referred to as bajareque) and coral temper in the northwest corner of the west wall 
prompted the excavation team to continue excavation into an adjacent unit to the west, 
unit 2. 
 In suboperation 04A unit 2 the excavation team encountered the first course of a 
rock wall foundation at a depth of 0.20 – 0.25 m aligned in a southeast-northwest 
direction. This foundation wall was constructed of large stones (probably mined from 
local bedrock) surrounded by smaller chinking stones along with numerous fragments of 
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bajareque (wattle and daub), coral, and one square-headed nail. The profile of this 
suboperation indicates that the wall continues beyond the area of our excavation. Another 
wall of at least one course located to the east of this suboperation appears on the ground 
surface and runs parallel to this wall. The wall (or perhaps a palisade), which I estimate 
surrounded the majority of the courtyard complex, would have separated this space from 
others in the community and impeded easy access. 
In order to investigate the center of the plaza, I placed three 1 m x 1 m test units 
and a second 2 m x 1 m trench at 7 m intervals to the west of the stone wall foundation. 
Two additional 1 m x 1 m units were placed along a north-south axis oriented from 
suboperation 04E, unit 2. The units were placed 7 m apart to allow the excavation team to 
reveal a complete east-west profile and partial north-south profile of the site in the short 
time allowed for excavation. Suboperation 04B was positioned 7 m to the west of 
suboperation 04A unit 2 and excavated to a depth of approximately 0.30 m. Small 
fragments of shell and bajareque (wattle and daub) were found within the first 0.10 m of 
excavation, immediately below the top soil. Large fragments of this construction material 
appeared in the northeast corner of the unit within the cultural occupation level (Horizon 
B) between 0.10 – 0.15 m. Further excavation to the depth of 0.30 m revealed a high 
density of bajareque (wattle and daub) across the unit (n=560, 5.8 kg) along with several 
fragments green bottle glass and one nail.  
Suboperations 04C and 04D were 1 m x 1 m units located to the west of 
suboperation 04-B at 7 m intervals respectively. The excavation team found that both 
units were sterile and provided limited stratigraphic profiles because excavations in these 
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areas ended at depths of approximately 0.15 m where they encountered bedrock, the R 
horizon. The stratigraphic sequences from these units were similar in that both 
suboperations included an A horizon, B horizon, and R horizon, but a C horizon, a 
yellowish-brown sandy clay, was missing. This was a noticeable absence when I 
compared the suboperation profiles to the stratigraphic profile for the site, Geoarch 
profile #1. The stratigraphic sequence for the overall site included Horizons A, B, C, and 
R, whereas the profiles from 04C and 04D transitioned directly from Horizon B to 
Horizon R. I noticed a similar stratigraphic pattern across the center of the plaza during 
additional less intensive subsurface testing. In addition to excavation units, I placed auger 
probes across the site at regular intervals of 8 m in order to evaluate the stratigraphy of 
various operations. While no artifacts were recovered from the units or probes placed 
along the east-west axis between suboperations 04B and 04E, I did observe that the soil 
stratigraphy did not contain a C horizon. Instead, a weakly developed B horizon rests on 
unconsolidated bedrock, suggesting that the site’s inhabitants may have stripped the soil 
in parts (or all) of the plaza down to the bedrock, perhaps to create more manageable 
hardscaping. 
Suboperation 04E was the second 2 m x 1 m trench along the east-west axis 
within the plaza that was excavated to a depth of 0.60 m. Suboperation 04E, unit 2 
represents the westernmost area of excavation on the east-west axis and the point of 
intersection with the north-south axis. The excavation team encountered the first course 
of a rock wall foundation associated with Structure 01 on the east wall of unit 1 in this 
suboperation. Structure 01 appeared to be a circular stone structure located along the 
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southern boundary of the plaza overlooking New Port Royal harbor. Suboperation 04E 
units 1 and 2 were positioned on an east-west axis between Structure 01 and the eastern 
boundary of the 5 m x 1 m trench excavated along the north- south slope of the 
entranceway, Operation 6. Excavations in unit 1 recovered a diverse assemblage of 
building materials including fragments of brick (n=88, 2.8 kg), bajareque (n=149, .6 kg), 
plaster (n=37, 0.04 kg), and coral fragments (n=75, 0.16 kg). The excavation team also 
removed small fragments of bottle glass and one nail (Table 5.2). The B horizon in unit 1 
reached a depth of approximately 0.25 m and included a mixture of small rocks and brick 
fragments. These materials appeared below the larger cut, flat-faced rocks of Structure 01 
that were visible on the ground surface. The south wall profile of unit 1 exposed an 
alternating pattern of brick-rock-rock-brick approximately 0.15 m below the ground 
surface. The bricks were positioned so that the flat, finished sides faced upward while the 
unfinished sides faced downward. Flat-faced, cut rocks surrounded by small fragments of 
brick were visible in the B horizon of the east wall profile of unit 1. All cut rocks and 
finished bricks appeared within the B horizon, while the C horizon contained a gravel-
like fill from approximately 0.25 m – 0.60 m. Excavations in unit 2 revealed a similar 
stratigraphy and the existence of a gravel-like fill in both B and C horizons. The rock 
wall foundation did not appear to extend into unit 2 and aside from several fragments of 
bajareque, the unit was sterile.  
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Table 5.2.Operation 4 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Brick Brick (g) Plaster Plaster (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 1 7 67.2 0 0 36 412.4 0 0 0 0 13 40.4 coral fragments
2 10 83.2 1 18.9 53 1225.2 0 0 0 0 37 527.5 coral fragments
1 10.1 carbon sample #1
Subtotal 17 150.4 1 18.9 89 1637.6 0 0 0 0 51 578
B 1 20 93.2 1 38.7 560 5820.3 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 20 93.2 1 38.7 560 5820.3 0 0 0 0 0 0
E 1 2 2.3 1 8.9 140 496.4 88 2762.8 37 41.4 75 166.8 coral fragments
1 0.4 snail shell
2 0 0 0 0 9 69.2 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 2 2.3 1 8.9 149 565.6 88 2762.8 37 41.4 76 167.2
G 1 5 101.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 20.7 chipped stone
Subtotal 5 101.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 20.7
TOTAL 44 347.8 3 66.5 798 8023.5 88 2762.8 37 41.4 130 765.9
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I calculated the density of the bajareque, bricks, plaster, nails, and glass 
excavated from suboperations 04A, 04B, 04C, 04D, and 04E to show the variations in the 
concentrations of these artifact types. Since the depths of these units differed, I calculated 
total artifact weight per excavated volume of soil for the density (g/m³) by standardizing 
all the units to 1m x 1m x 1m for comparison. These density figures estimate the total 
weight of each artifact that one would expect to recover from archaeological units 1 m 
deep. I tried to use exact intervals of 10,000 to show the differences among low, medium, 
and high densities, but I used specific amounts to separate these categories as well due to 
the variety of artifacts. The density of each artifact type is shown across these 
suboperations to display the higher densities of building materials such as bajareque and 
brick along the east and west boundaries of Operation 4 and the absence of artifacts 
toward the center of this area (Figures 5.8-5.11).  
 
Figure 5.8. Operation 4 bajareque density map 
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Figure 5.9. Operation 4 brick density map 
 
Figure 5.10. Operation 4 plaster density map 
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Figure 5.11. Operation 4 glass density map 
 
Suboperations 04F and 04G were positioned 7 m apart along a north-south axis 
that intersected with the east-west excavation axis at unit 2 of suboperation 04E. I placed 
these additional 1 m x 1 m units along this axis to continue our evaluation of the center of 
the plaza. The presence of the elevated earthen mound and workshop areas along the 
northwest boundary of the plaza limited the number of possible excavation units along 
this axis. Suboperation 04F was sterile, while excavations in 04G recovered a few 
fragments of green bottle glass. Along with low artifact frequencies, these units shared 
similar stratigraphic profiles with the units in suboperations 04C and 04D located on the 
east-west axis. I noticed that both 04F and 04G had A, B, and R horizons, but the C 
horizon appeared to be missing (Figure 5.12).  
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Figure 5.12. Operation 4F, unit 1 profile walls 
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I refer to this operation as the plaza because of Horton’s (1985:35) interpretation 
of this area as the military camp of Augusta and based on my review of the documentary 
record. Like Horton, I reviewed Cuninghame’s 1743 survey of Port Royal and found the 
reference point for the “town of Augusta” along the northwest shoreline of the harbor. 
Cuninghame included details about structures and activity areas contained within the 
town’s boundaries such as the “parade” area. Since Augusta was designed as an active 
military outpost, a large staging area for soldiers would have been necessary. The parade 
is an open area for practicing drills and marching, activities that would not have been 
challenging to complete along steep ridgecrests or on the beach. With such a shortage of 
level topography, the plaza would have been optimal space for cultivation or military 
exercises. The finding of several sterile excavation units suggests that this space was not 
used for manufacturing, processing, or consumption activities.  
In addition to the low frequency of artifacts recovered from across the plaza area, 
the stratigraphic profiles from excavation units 04C, 04D, and 04F, transition 
immediately from Horizon B to Horizon D without including Horizon C. I believe this 
archaeological evidence supports the historical account of a parade area within Augusta. 
The data suggest that the occupants modified the center of their settlement by stripping 
away soil to create a hardscape and restricted the types of activities that were performed 
in the space. 
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Residential Mound (Operation 5) 
The residential mound is categorized as Operation 5: a large elevated earthen 
mound approximately 20 m x 10 m in size and 1.5 m high located to the west of the plaza 
and to the east of a deep quebrada (Figure 5.13). The objective of Operation 5 was to 
investigate the size and function of the mound. I noticed looter’s pits covering the ground 
surface of the mound during the 2011 survey of the site. Numerous fragments of green 
bottle glass were strewn around the edges of these pits. The field crew recovered these 
fragments during a surface collection, but I observed additional pits surrounded by glass 
fragments when I returned in 2012. It seemed like “treasure hunters” had returned to the 
site, specifically the mound, between our 2011 and 2012 field seasons to search for 
valuable artifacts. 
 
Figure 5.13. Map of Operation 5 
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The arrangement of glass fragments around the edges of these pits suggests that these 
pieces had been moved from their original context as a result of the digging, rather than 
naturally occurring disturbances. Large, flat rocks located near the northeast and 
southeast corners of the mound were also visible on the ground surface. I divided the 
mound into four suboperations. Suboperations 05A and 05C represent the surface 
collections conducted during field seasons 2011 and 2012 respectively. Suboperation 05B 
was a 4 m x 1 m trench excavated into the east side of the mound, oriented 50 degrees 
east of north. Suboperation 05D was a 4 m x 1 m trench excavated into the south side of 
the mound, oriented 30 degrees east of north. Suboperation 05D included one additional 
1 m x 1 m unit, unit 5, excavated to the west of unit 4.  
Suboperation 05A, the first surface collection conducted on the mound in 2011, 
was organized according to a grid of 50 2 m x 2 m units measured out across the surface 
of the mound. Lot numbers were assigned to each 2 m x 2 m area and numbered 1-50. 
Artifacts visible on the ground surface were collected from each 2 m x 2 m area and 
recorded by lot number. The majority of the artifacts recovered from suboperation 05A 
were thick, olive green bottle glass fragments (n=487, 14.3 kg). Many of these glass 
fragments were found around the edges of the looter’s pits. A second surface collection, 
suboperation 05C, was conducted on the mound in 2012. The field crew collected 
numerous bottle glass fragments (n=341, 6.8 kg) from suboperation 05C, as well as 
several small pieces of bajareque (n=54, 0.99 kg). The artifact assemblages recovered 
from suboperations 05A and 05C were similar with bottle glass representing over 80 
percent of the inventories (Table 5.3). 
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Table 5.3. Operation 5A and 5C Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
Initial subsurface testing on the mound was identified as suboperation 05B, a 4 m x 1 m trench perpendicular to the 
west side of the mound excavated to a depth of approximately 0.40 m, the depth at which the excavation team encountered 
bedrock. The east wall of the trench was positioned approximately 0.50 m to the east of several large stones that were believed 
to be possible steps or terraces leading up to the top of the mound. No cultural remains were recovered to the east of these 
stones, but cultural materials including bottle glass fragments, nails, one pipestem, and one piece of blue on white delftware 
decorated with a Chinese floral motif (Shlasko 1989) were recovered from units 2, 3, and 4, all located to the west of these 
large stones (Table 5.4). Excavations here revealed that the slope of the mound was natural but may have been amplified by 
the building of terraces or steps along the southern perimeter of the mound. A small rock “skirt” was identified outside of the 
lowest step or terrace within this operation.  
Sub Op Glass Glass (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Plaster Plaster (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 487 14301.6 0 0 1 1.3 0 0 1 61.4 ground stone, pummice stone
4 411.8 metal fragments
C 341 6785.5 54 989.6 0 0 1 4.8 1 540 coral
1 21.1 metal fragment 
1 137.8 marine shell
TOTAL 828 54 1 1 8
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Table 5.4. Operation 5 (suboperations B and D) Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Other Other (g) Notes
B 1 3 13.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 10 23.9 1 21.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 82 528.9 1 1.7 1 9.6 2 3.5 0 0 0 0
4 34 198.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 129 764.7 2 22.9 1 9.6 2 3.5 0 0 0 0
D 1 75 666.6 0 0 7 140.9 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 167 625.3 0 0 10 8.8 0 0 0 0 2 3.3 chipped stone
1 4.3 metal fragment
3 592 3518.3 0 0 23 27.7 7 10.9 0 0 1 31.1 musket ball
79 3.7 mineral
4 1089 11225.6 2 17.2 10 22.3 3 6.3 0 0 2 9.1 bone
10 1137.4 chipped stone, quartzite
1 1 plaster
10 1.8 mineral
7 216.7 musket balls
5 1.5 buckshot
2 3.4 metal buttons
3 6.3 metal cube
1 9.9 metal pin
15 37.8 metal slag
5 1579 12949 5 39.6 11 10.6 5 10.2 3 31.3 7 15.1 chipped stone
1 1.1 metal button 
2 61.3 musket balls
27 210.4 metal slag
1 0.4 metal ring
3 5 metal fragments
Subtotal 3502 28984.8 7 56.8 61 210.3 15 27.4 3 31.3 180 1760.6
TOTAL 3631 29749.5 9 79.7 62 219.9 17 30.9 3 31.3 180 1760.6
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The growth of the delftware industry in England during the seventeenth century 
impacted English ceramic production as well as the country’s import and export patterns. 
An influx of Chinese porcelain into northern European markets in the seventeenth 
century created such consumer demand that potters in England attempted to imitate and 
compete with this popular style through the production of tin-glazed earthenwares (Black 
2001:5; Majewski 1987).  According to Shlasko (1989:14), tin-glazed earthenwares were 
“cheaper” forms of Chinese porcelain and the “first” white wares to be produced Europe 
that could be painted. Delftware vessels are often found in colonial settlements because 
production grew along with increased demand in the late seventeenth and early 
eighteenth centuries as potters “tried to compete with the Englishman’s desire for 
Chinese porcelain,” (Noël Hume 1969:111).  
Noël Hume (1969) categorizes tin-enamelled ware as Type 49: decorated 
delftware, produced from 1600-1802 (South 1977:211). Delftware is a type of coarse 
earthenware with a buff or pale-yellow colored body that remains porous to liquids unless 
covered with a lead glaze (Black 2001; Maryland Archaeological Conservation 
Laboratory; Majewski 1987). Lead glazes were made opaque with the addition of tin 
oxide and were absorbed into the clay body of the vessel “leaving a white powdery 
surface” available for painted decoration (Shlasko 1989:9). Potters could choose from a 
number of colors including purple, red, yellow, and green for decorative motifs, but 
designs usually included blue pigments made from cobalt. According to Black (2001:11), 
over 95 percent of all decorated delftware included blue design elements. Artists often 
used purple (from manganese) because it was easy to use like blue, while red (from iron), 
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yellow (from antimony), and green (from copper) were more challenging to use and to 
control in designs (Black 2001:12-13). Decorative designs include floral patterns, figures, 
animals, landscapes, and Chinese-inspired motifs. The popularity of these designs 
changed over time and manufacturing date ranges for specific decorative motifs can be 
used to date historical deposits.  
The blue on white delftware sherd recovered from suboperation 05B exhibits a 
Chinese floral motif, one of the most popular designs for English delftware (Shlasko 
1989:47). This white, lead glazed rim fragment is painted in blue with floral sprays. The 
manufacturing date range assigned to Chinese floral motifs is from the 1690s to the 
1770s, but Shlasko considers the peak of popularity for these designs to be between 1720 
and 1750 with a median manufacture date of 1731 (Maryland Archaeological 
Conservation Laboratory; Shlasko 1989:47, 49) (Figures 5.14-5.15). 
 
 
Figure 5.14. Chinese floral motif (drawing) 
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Figure 5.15. Blue on white delftware, Chinese floral motif 
 
English delftware production slowed after the mid-eighteenth century as potters 
began to introduce more durable ceramic types such as creamware and English porcelain. 
The clay bodies and glazes of English delftware are very fragile and susceptible to 
cracking and chipping (Majewski 1989). Shlasko (1989:14) describes the tendency of 
delftware glazes to “creep,” where the clay body “shrinks more than the glaze” which 
causes the decorative surface to crack and flake off easily. As a result, delftware vessels 
were unable to withstand extreme temperatures without damage and not considered very 
durable (Black 2001; Shlasko 1989). Smaller vessels such as teacups often lost their glaze 
round their rims, while plates or punch bowls may have remained in use for longer 
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periods of time because they did not undergo extreme temperature changes or “contact 
with the mouth” (Noël Hume 1969:111).  
During the 2012 field season, I established suboperation 05D, a 4 m x 1 m trench 
aligned perpendicular to the southern side of the mound with one additional 1m x 1m unit 
to the west of unit 4 to further my investigation into the function of the area. The trench 
extended beyond where I expected the southern perimeter of the residential structure to 
have existed in order to investigate the stratigraphy of the mound and the boundaries of 
the activity area.  These excavations yielded a variety of artifacts indicative of early 
eighteenth century colonial life. The excavation team recovered hand-blown bottle glass, 
earthenware sherds, ceramic pipestem fragments, and assorted firearm components such 
as musket balls (n=10, 0.31 kg), buckshot (n=5, 0.002 kg), and metal slag (n=42, 0.25 
kg). The most numerous artifact type was thick, olive-green glass (n=3631, 30 kg) from 
English mallet bottles that once may have contained rum, wine, or beer. The density 
images for the glass, ceramic, and nail fragments recovered from the cultural occupation 
layer of this suboperation, Horizon B, calculated total artifact weight per excavated 
volume of soil (Figures 5.16-5.18). Davidson (1974: 56) refers to the abundance of 
fragments of “pirate rum bottles” or “wine bottles” found near Augusta. According to 
Davidson (1974: 145), one islander in the late 1960s reportedly collected over 600 bottle 
bases over a period of two months around the harbor.  
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Figure 5.16. Operation 5D glass density map 
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Figure 5.17. Operation 5D ceramic density map 
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Figure 5.18. Operation 5D nail density map 
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Four large fragments from a Staffordshire-type slipware posset cup with one 
handle were recovered from suboperation 05D, unit 1, the south side of the residential 
mound (Figure 5.19). 
 
Figure 5.19. Posset cup 
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English colonists used posset pots and cups for the preparation and consumption of 
posset, a hot beverage made of curdled milk and ale. Staffordshire-type slipware is 
classified as earthenware with a buff or tan colored body decorated with white or brown 
slip and covered with a lead glaze (Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory). 
Noël Hume (1969:134) categorizes this “ornamental slipware” as Type 56: lead glazed 
slipware (combed yellow), produced from 1670-1795 with a median manufacture date of 
1733 (South 1977:211). Decorations include trailed or combed slip designs of iron oxide 
or manganese lines under clear glaze often with dark spots around the rim (Figure 5.20). 
Earthenware posset cups, mugs, and chamber pots produced in Staffordshire were 
frequently decorated in this slipware style from the middle of the seventeenth century 
until the mid-1790s and imported into American colonies (Noël Hume 1969:134).  
 
 
Figure 5.20. Staffordshire-type slipware, posset cup 
182 
 
The most common examples are made of buff or yellow clay with combed black lines 
under a clear lead glaze “to create a wasplike effect of yellow and black stripes” (Noël 
Hume 1969:135).  
The excavation team recovered a total of 61 ceramic sherds from suboperation 
05D. This total includes one indigenous pottery fragment, seven coarse earthenware 
sherds, and 53 decorated delftware and Staffordshire-type slipware sherds that I used to 
calculate the mean ceramic date for this deposit. South’s (1977) formula for mean 
ceramic dating uses the median manufacture date, a date representative of the mid-point 
of the ceramic type’s production period. This method involves multiplying the number of 
sherds of each ceramic type by the type’s median manufacture date, finding of the sum of 
these products, and then dividing the total sum of these products by the total number of 
ceramic sherds. As shown in Table 5.5, the mean ceramic date calculated from the 
Staffordshire-type slipware and blue on white and polychrome delftware sherds is 
1747.8. This date corresponds to the occupation period of the Augusta settlement.  
The excavation team recovered two complete domed brass buttons, most likely 
coat buttons, from unit 4 of suboperation 05D, an area within the perimeter of the 
residential mound activity area. Both buttons are hollow-cast and plain, which are typical 
characteristics of coat buttons made during the first half of the eighteenth century (Noël 
Hume 1969:89). Based on their physical appearance, these buttons match Type 2 from 
South’s (1964) typology of buttons recovered from the site of Brunswick Town.  
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Table 5.5. Mean Ceramic Date for Suboperation 5D 
 
 
Type 2-style buttons include an eye soldered on the back, holes for “expanding gases,” 
and date to the period of 1726-1776 (Noël Hume 1969:90-91). The majority of buttons 
used in the Americas prior to the nineteenth century were imported (Noel Hume 
1969:92).  
The excavation team also recovered 17 fragments (0.03 kg) of ceramic tobacco 
pipes from units 3, 4, and 5 in suboperation 05D, which Noël Hume (1969: 296) 
describes as “expendable as cigarettes,” since they were not expensive to purchase 
(Figure 5.21). Their popularity, but also fragility, at English settlements is evident in the 
numbers of stems and bowls recovered during survey and excavation. Wilkie and 
Farnsworth (2005:178) refer to tobacco pipe fragments as “ubiquitous discoveries” at 
English plantation sites on the island of New Providence in the Bahamas. They argue that 
Ceramic Type Number of Sherds Median Manufacture Date
Decorated delftware 46 1750
(Tin-glazed earthenware)
Staffordshire-type slipware 7 1733
Indigenous 1
Indeterminate 7
Total 61
Mean Ceramic Date 1748
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smoking is a secondary activity often performed while engaging in primary activities like 
eating, socializing, or working. They recovered the highest densities of these disposable 
and breakable artifacts in the activity areas at Clifton Plantation suggesting that pipestems 
are “generally discarded where they are used” (Wilkie and Farnsworth 2005:181).  
Like the location of the buttons, the pipestem fragments recovered during the 
excavation of suboperation 05D were found inside the suggested boundary of the 
residential mound activity area. A pattern in the artifact assemblages from the units in 
this suboperation begins to emerge that indicates the southern edge or border of a 
residential activity area. The remains of clothing and tobacco smoking pipes, along with a 
higher concentration of bottle glass, among units 3, 4, and 5 suggest the existence of a 
spatial division between the interior and exterior of the structure. I believe this 
distribution pattern implies that units 1 and 2 represent the landscape immediately to the 
south of the structure, outside of the activity area, while units 3, 4, and 5 occupy space 
within the structure and inside of the activity area. Due to poor preservation, my analyses 
of these pipestem fragments are limited to length, stem width, and weight measurements.   
I refer to this operation as a residential mound based on my review of the 
documentary record, specifically the anonymous survey of Portroyal Harbour from 1742 
and Cuninghame’s map of Port Royal from 1743. The anonymous survey includes two 
parallel rows of rectangular structures oriented in a north-south direction in the area of 
the “camp.” Although most of these buildings are included within the rows, one 
rectangular building is located at the southernmost point of the row oriented to the 
northwest, closest to the top of the zig-zag road and in the space between the rows. 
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Figure 5.21. Operation 5D pipestem density map 
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This map does not include a legend, but the location and orientation of the building make 
it stand apart from the rest of the structures. The Cuninghame map includes a legend with 
a point indicating the location of the “commanding officer’s house.” This structure is to 
the west of the “barracks” and closer to the “parade” area.  
I also utilize Spanish accounts that provide a brief description of the home and 
structures built for Robert Hodgson and his men near William Pitt’s settlement in the 
Black River region of the Mosquito Coast. Hodgson and Pitt had worked together to 
secure Miskitu allies and to scout for locations for a military outpost on Roatán Island. 
Governor Trelawny recommended Hodgson for the position of the first English 
“superintendent of the Mosquito Shore” as a reward for these efforts at the end of the 
War of Jenkin’s Ear (Naylor 1989:46). According to Don Juan de Lara y Ortega, 
Hodgson, the captain of the infantry, lived in a “three-story fort house covered by boards” 
where there were “25 mortar cannons, mounted on posts” and “42 rifles with their pistol 
bayonents” (Bonilla 1955:315). This account suggests that Hodgson’s home was taller 
than the surrounding structures within the settlement that were covered with palm leaves 
rather than boards (Bonilla 1955:315). Although the description of Hodgson’s home 
comes from a depiction of the Black River settlement in 1759, the residential mound at 
Augusta appears to be similar in size and function. Archaeological data recovered from 
pedestrian surveys and stratigraphic profiles suggest that Augusta’s earthen mound was 
an artificially elevated residential area. Given the size, shape, location, and domestic 
material culture associated with this elevated earthen mound, I interpret this man-made 
mound as a residential space for someone of elevated status within the settlement. Such a 
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large, artificially elevated space could have been used as military headquarters for the 
officers or the residential space of a senior officer.  
 
Workshop (Operation 7) 
The workshop is categorized as Operation 7: an area immediately to the north of 
(and perhaps attached to) the residential mound, where it appears that the occupants 
hammered metal nails into the bajareque walls of a building and then applied a thick 
coating of white plaster to the interior (Figure 5.22). I selected this area of the site for test 
units based on my analysis of soil samples collected during the 2011 field season. I 
examined the soils for phosphates and identified an area of high phosphorous 
concentration to the north of the residential mound. 
 
Figure 5.22. Map of Operation 7 
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When I surveyed the site in 2012, I noticed that this location appeared to correspond to 
the presence of structural remains and therefore selected the area for subsurface 
investigation. Horizontal clearing and excavation of a 3 m x 3 m grid to an average depth 
of 0.4 m revealed that the base of the workshop was made from baked ceramic bricks, 
and the walls from bajareque. The excavation team collected 8180 fragments (82 kg) of 
bajareque with visible stick striations from the wooden frame to which they were 
originally applied. Four of these fragments contained hand wrought iron nails embedded 
in them, and 53 fragments were covered with a plaster coating on one side (Figure 5.23). 
The excavation team removed approximately 430 pieces of white plaster (6 kg) from two 
adjacent excavation units. (Figures 5.24-5.25). This combination of building materials 
suggests that Augusta’s occupants may have used both English and Miskitu knowledge of 
construction to adapt their structures to their local environment and the availability of 
resources (Mihok and Wells 2014).  
 
Figure 5.23. Hand wrought iron nail coated with plaster 
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Figure 5.24. Operation 7A bajareque density map 
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Figure 5.25. Operation 7A plaster density map 
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Numerous artifacts, including two granite pestles (0.2 kg), olive-green glass bottle 
fragments (n=538, 5.7 kg), and metal nails and nail fragments (n=240, 0.92 kg) among 
other items were found below the layer of plaster and terminal debris, suggesting that the 
plaster coating had fallen off the interior surfaces of the walls or ceiling as the building 
disintegrated over time (Table 5.6). Pestles are common grinding tools used in the 
processing of foods and medicines (Figure 5.26). I believe the pestles may have been 
reserved for medicinal purposes, because the excavation team recovered a very thin, 
green medicine glass bottle and stopper from an adjacent unit (Figure 5.27). 
A large cache of 74 hand wrought iron nails (0.5 kg) was found underneath the 
layer of plaster. The term “wrought” indicates that the iron is “worked” rather than cast 
into a shape with a mold (Wells 1998:79). As blacksmiths forged hand-wrought nails 
with hammers, anvils, and headers, these handmade nails display hammering on the 
heads and sides (Wells 1998). Until the development of machine-cut nails around 1790, 
hand-wrought nails were a valuable imported commodity among colonies in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Nelson 1963; Noël Hume 1969). The demand for 
wrought nails became such a problem in colonial Virginia that a statute was passed in 
1645 to prevent colonists from burning down buildings to scavenge the nails (Nelson 
1963:2). Hand-wrought nails vary in size and head shape according to their function. 
General purpose nails include T-heads and rose-heads often used for framing or special 
purposes such as clasp or boat nails. Finishing nails, or “sprigs and brads,” include L-
heads and headless nails used for trim or as flooring nails (Nelson 1963:6; Noël Hume 
1969) (Figure 5.28). 
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Table 5.6. Operation 7 Artifact Counts and Weights 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Plaster Plaster (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 1 31 200.6 10 44.6 0 0 3 2.5 2190 16595.1 80 69.1 11 90.2 metal slag
2 1 9.7 16 67.6 0 0 0 0 1131 17345 33 166.8 3 28.5 metal slag
3 12 87.5 3 21.6 0 0 2 1.4 1677 19288.9 25 34.6 5 26.2 metal slag
4 66 477.4 1 4.4 1 2 1 1.7 1184 12840.3 83 137.7 1 0.6 chipped stone
2 2.8 burnt turtle shell
1 2.7 metal slag
1 2.9 metal fragment
5 119 1412.6 96 289.3 0 0 5 12.6 381 3776 789 2554.4 9 51.6 metal slag
1 2.1 chipped stone
19 9.9 coral fragments w/ plaster
1 139.4 pestle
2 5.9 marine shell
6 220 2897.1 52 244.3 3 2.3 0 0 635 4022.5 311 664.4 1 9.9 chipped stone
1 82.2 hollow pestle
1 2.9 pummice stone
1 1.9 buck shot
7 40.5 metal slag
2 4.1 metal fragments 
7 20 151 27 88.1 3 15.4 2 0.5 13 87 801 1230.5 1 59.3 ground stone
1 1.2 marine shell
6 23.8 metal slag
28 100.8 metal fragments 
8 66 406.9 29 135.2 3 5.3 1 1.4 367 3601.1 311 1194.8 1 1.6 hexagonal bead
1 0.2 chipped stone
1 350 brick
2 83 metal hinge
5 27.3 metal slag
2 28.4 flat metal pieces 
9 3 2.1 6 28.5 2 5.9 1 7.5 602 4404.9 8 5.4 2 14.7 metal slag
2 8 chipped stone
1 0.2 marine shell
TOTAL 538 5644.9 240 923.6 12 30.9 15 27.6 8180 81960.8 2441 6057.7 122 1202.8
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Figure 5.26. Granite pestle 
 
 
Figure 5.27. Glass medicine bottle 
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Figure 5.28. Hand wrought iron nails 
 
The high concentration of nails recovered from suboperation 07A, unit 5, suggests that 
they were being stored in this structure for future construction or repair projects. I 
conducted the initial analyses of these nails in the field laboratory on Roatán. Wells 
(1998:89) advises that oxides should be removed from historic nails for dating purposes 
in order to reveal diagnostic features such as head and shaft shape, cross-section, and 
taper. The presence of substantial amounts of oxidation on the nails retrieved from the 
workshop (and across the site) restricted my analyses to weight, height, width, and 
thickness measurements. At this point in the field season, it became evident that to 
maximize the productivity of the field school team members I could either expand the 
excavation area of suboperation 07A or intensity artifact analyses in the lab. Both options 
could not be accomplished due to time shortages and a lack of manpower, therefore I 
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chose to enlarge the excavation grid within suboperation 07A because the layout of the 
workshop structure was still undefined. As Miller (1991b:11) states, “Clearly, in the real 
world, the excavation of a site represents a contest between limited funding and available 
time versus the compromises made in getting the most information from a site given 
those constraints.” While I was not able to identify specific features such as the head and 
shaft shapes of the individual nails due to oxidation, I noticed considerable differences 
among the workshop nails in length and shape that suggest this cache includes a variety 
of types from large ship and framing nails to smaller trim and flooring nails.  
One of the largest glass bottle bases (0.56 kg) recovered from the site thus far, 
measuring approximately 12 cm in diameter, was recovered near the cache of nails below 
the layer of plaster, as well as one Miskitu bowl sherd with a red slip or wash on the 
exterior surface (Figure 5.29). Three pieces of fine red earthenware were found near the 
thin, green glass bottle and stopper. Known as “Astbury ware” for the potter John 
Astbury, this earthenware is identified by a red body covered with a lead glaze that gives 
it a “ginger or light-chocolate-brown surface” often decorated with white slip bands 
around the rim or white pipe clay sprig-molded decorations (Noël Hume 1969:123; 
Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory). Noël Hume (1969) categorizes this 
earthenware as Type 51: “Astbury” ware, produced from 1725-1750 (South 1977:211).  
This type of earthenware was frequently imported into English colonies in the Caribbean 
and used by settlers as coffee pots, teapots, and bowls (Turnbaugh 1996; Maryland 
Archaeological Conservation Laboratory). I found two bowl rim fragments and one body  
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Figure 5.29. Operation 7A glass density map 
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sherd that exhibit typical Astbury-type characteristics: a lead-glazed red earthenware 
body decorated with white slip bands around the rim.  
Ceramic tobacco pipestems are often used to date historic settlements, but I chose 
to look at pipebowl shape to investigate Augusta’s occupation dates due to the relatively 
small sample size of poorly preserved pipestem fragments recovered from the site. 
Atkinson and Oswald (1969) produced a chronology of English clay tobacco pipebowl 
morphology prior to the publication of the Harrington, Binford, and Hanson tobacco pipe 
bore diameter methods (McMillan 2010; Noël Hume 1969). Atkinson and Oswald’s 
examination of pipebowl shapes showed that bowl forms changed over time following an 
“evolutionary pattern” in 20 to 30 year intervals (Mallios 2005:90). They examined the 
shapes of the bowls and noted the angles at which the bowls attached to pipe stems 
(McMillan 2010). The excavation team recovered six pipe bowl fragments from 
suboperation 07A. By using Atkinson and Oswald’s (1969) non-formula dating method, I 
matched that the bowl shape, bowl angle, and heel shape of one partially complete bowl 
from this suboperation to pipe bowl Type 15, dating from 1700 to 1770 (Noël Hume 
1969:303) as shown in  (Figures 5.30- 5.31). 
I describe this operation as a workshop based on its location within the settlement 
and the artifact assemblage. In the 1759 Spanish description of Pitt’s settlement at Black 
River, Don Juan de Lara y Ortega mentions the presence of “small wood house that 
serves as a gunpowder storage” about 80 yards from the three-story home of Robert 
Hodgson (Bonilla 1955:315). The workshop area at Augusta is in close proximity to both 
the residential mound and the plaza. The high density of nails found underneath the 
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Figure 5.30. Pipe stem and bowl (drawing)  
 
 
Figure 5.31. Pipe bowl 
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bajareque walls of the structure may be an intentional cache of clasp and cinch nails for 
construction and repair projects or even the remains of a wooden floor (Figure 5.32). 
Triggs (2007:53) argues that the recovery of dozens of wrought-iron nails from 
excavation units in the barracks/cookhouse structure at Fort Bruere indicate a wooden 
floor may have been in place during the “life of the building.” I also found objects that 
may have been stored in the workshop for domestic and military purposes such as rum 
bottles, medicinal bottles, grinding stone tools, musket balls, and musket flints. 
Beyond the vicinity of the workshop, my investigations uncovered numerous 
fragments of Miskitu ceramics and ground (basalt) and chipped (quartzite) stone artifacts 
during surface collections. The appearance of artifacts on the ridge to the west of the 
workshop suggests that the residents of Augusta may have occupied multiple ridgecrests 
as they adapted to the rugged terrain. On the hilltop immediately to the west of the 
workshop, the field crew excavated a 2 m x 1 m unit to a depth of 0.5 m (Figure 5.33). I 
designated this area as Operation 8 and divided it into two suboperations based on field 
methods.  
Suboperation 08A represents a 2m x 1m excavation unit and suboperation 08B 
corresponds to the surface collection conducted during pedestrian survey. This hilltop is a 
portion of a different ridge from where the center of Augusta is located. It is separated 
from the workshop (operation 7) and the residential mound (operation 5) by a deep 
quebrada that runs along the western edge of the site. This quebrada boundary may 
correspond to the historical source of fresh water identified as “rivulet A” on Barnsley’s 
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Figure 5.32. Operation 7A nail density map 
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Figure 5.33. Map of Operation 8 
 
1742 survey of New Port-Royal Harbour. This stream is the westernmost source of water 
included in Barnsley’s map. The excavation team recovered chipped stone tool 
fragments, pipestem fragments, olive-green bottle glass, and blue on white English 
delftware from the two excavation units in suboperation 08A (Table 5.7). The 
earthenware sherds are too small to identify the cobalt blue decorative motifs painted on 
their surfaces. The field crew found one mano (1.4kg), an indigenous ground stone tool, 
in this area during the surface collection (suboperation 08B) (Figure 5.34). 
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Table 5.7. Operation 8 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
Quebrada and Midden (Operation 3) 
 The quebrada is categorized as Operation 3: a dry riverbed located along the western edge of the mound that slopes 
downward from the northwest edge of the site to the south towards New Port Royal harbor (Figure 5.35). During the 2011 field 
season, the initial objective of Operation 3 was to survey this dry riverbed and to collect artifacts visible on the ground surface. 
I divided the quebrada into two suboperations, 03A and03B, in order to investigate the upper and lower portions of the 
riverbed, respectively
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 1 95 961.7 2 0.7 1 1.6 1 3 metal slag
2 115.7 chipped stone
2 46 28.1 7 8.4 3 3.7 0 0
Subtotal 141 989.8 9 9.1 4 5.3 3 118.7
B 24 741.2 0 0 1 1.9 1 1390 mano, ground stone
1 187.5 metal barrel strap
Subtotal 24 741.2 0 0 1 1.9 2 1577.5
TOTAL 165 1731 9 9.1 5 7.2 5 1696.2
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Figure 5.34. Mano, indigenous ground stone tool 
 
The surface collections conducted within the upper and lower areas of the quebrada were 
both identified as lot number 1 so that I could distinguish the artifacts collected from each 
suboperation area during the 2011 field work from later field seasons. I categorized the 
upper (northern) area of the quebrada as suboperation 03A, lot 1, and the lower 
(southern) area as suboperation 03B, lot 1. More than 100 fragments of glass bottles (2.5 
kg) were recovered from the upper and lower areas of the quebrada, along with 
additional cultural materials such as English delftware sherds (n=6, 0.05 kg) and a brick 
fragment (n=1, 0.22 kg). 
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Figure 5.35. Map of Operation 3 
 
 The field crew conducted a second survey and surface collection along the upper 
and lower areas of the quebrada when I returned to the site in 2012. I designated the 
upper area of the riverbed as suboperation 03A, lot 2, and the lower area as suboperation 
03B, lot 2. The field crew recovered hundreds of glass fragments (n=464, 14.8kg), blue 
on white  and polychrome delftware sherds with Chinese floral and seated figure motifs 
(Shlasko 1989), Astbury-type and Staffordshire-type slipware earthenware fragments, 
Miskitu pottery sherds, ceramic pipestems, and small brick fragments from the northern 
portion of the quebrada. One of the polychrome delftware sherds is decorated with the 
seated figure motif, a design that appeared in the late seventeenth century as potters 
205 
 
copied images from Chinese porcelain (Shlasko 1989:46). The painted decoration on this 
white, lead-glazed fragment shows the partial outline of the face and hairstyle of an 
“Oriental” figure in blue and purple (Shlasko 1989:46). This motif was produced between 
1669 and 1737 with a median manufacture date of 1703 (Shlasko 1989) (Figure 5.36).  
The field crew surveyed and completed a surface collection of the southernmost 
area of this quebrada, the portion of the riverbed linking suboperation 03B to the road 
cut. Another dry riverbed to the west of Operation 3, the Black Pearl quebrada, intersects 
the Operation 3 quebrada at the south edge of suboperation 03B.  I categorized this area 
as suboperation 03C, lot 1. In this area the survey team found bottle glass fragments 
(n=23, 0.37 kg) and a metate fragment (n=1, 0.63kg), an indigenous ground stone tool 
(Table 5.8) (Figure 5.36).  
 
 
Figure 5.36. Delftware, polychrome; seated figure motif 
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Table 5.8. Operation 3A, 3B, 3C Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
In order to investigate the landscape around the workshop (Operation 7), the field crew excavated a 3 m x 1 m trench across 
the quebrada located immediately to the west of the workshop. This drainage runs along the western sides of both the 
workshop and the residence. In these excavations, which reached 1 m in depth, they recovered 15 (0.08 kg) Miskitu pottery 
sherds representing serving vessels made from four different ceramic pastes (brown, red, orange, and cream). 
Sub Op Lot Glass Glass (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Brick Brick (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 1 57 1497.6 0 0 3 36.2 0 0 1 38.9 marine shell
2 440 13982.3 6 10.6 31 159.1 21 9991.1 4 305.5 metal pieces 
1 11.2 metal ring
2 31.8 marine shell
Subtotal 497 15479.9 6 10.6 34 195.3 21 9991.1 8
B 1 48 993.1 0 0 3 18.9 1 225 0 0
2 24 831.2 0 0 2 20.5 3 1984 1 7.1 chipped stone
Subtotal 72 1824.3 0 0 5 39.4 4 2209 1
C 1 23 367.6 0 0 0 0 1 730 1 630 metate
Subtotal 23 367.6 0 0 0 0 1 730 1
TOTAL 592 17671.8 6 10.6 39 234.7 26 12930.1 10 0
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Figure 5.37. Metate, indigenous ground stone tool 
 
I identified the non-European sherds as Miskitu rather than Pech for several 
reasons. These pottery sherds were found mixed together with English artifacts in the B 
horizon, the cultural occupation level at Augusta dating to the 1740s. The Pech 
established sites on the western side of Roatán prior to European contact, but the Spanish 
removed them from the island in 1650. Furthermore, the Miskitu ceramics are plain and 
do not match the punctate patterns and incised designs of the Pech pottery that has been 
recovered from Pech sites on the western side of Roatán Island (Wells 2008). These 
Miskitu pottery sherds were found along with a wide variety of European artifacts, 
including 79 (0.16 kg) ceramic pipestem fragments, 308 (0.95 kg) ceramic sherds, 52 
(0.25 kg) metal nails, 3 (0.09 kg) musket balls, and 906 (4.1 kg) olive-green bottle glass 
shards, among other items (Table 5.9).  
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Table 5.9. Operation 3D Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
The excavation team recovered 15 pipe bowl fragments from suboperation 03D. By using Atkinson and Oswald’s (1969) study 
of pipe bowl evolution, I matched two pipe bowls, one partial and one complete, to Type 2, dating from 1700 to 1770 (Noël 
Hume 1969:303) as shown in (Figures 5.38-5.39). 
 
 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Indigenous Indigenous (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Other Other (g) Notes
D 1 439 1828.8 24 128.9 124 467.2 8 40.1 38 84.5 26 83.7 2 61.4 musket balls
1 3.6 buck shot
9 140.1 metal fragments 
7 17.1 marine shell
2 230 1236.8 10 62.1 59 195.4 8 19.6 2 22.4 chipped stone
1 30 musket ball 
4 20.8 metal fragments 
1 3 marine shell, white
3 102 418.6 5 12.7 26 76 4 32 13 19 2 1.1 metal fragments
2 5.7 marine shell
4 58 259.3 2 4.5 17 38.3 2 12.2 11 31 2 3.9 chipped stone
1 0.6 marine shell
2 expanded 68 330.4 8 14.3 56 116.9 1 4.6 5 4.7 1 30.6 metal chunk
1 2.3 buckshot
3 expanded 9 80.3 3 27.9 26 53.1 4 4.8 1 3.6 chipped stone
1 144.5 metal
TOTAL 906 4154.2 52 250.4 308 946.9 15 88.9 79 163.6 26 83.7 38
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Figure 5.38. Pipe bowl (drawing) 
 
Figure 5.39. Pipe bowl 
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I recorded the highest concentration of ceramic sherds at the site from the 
excavation units of suboperation 03D. I began excavation in this area with unit 1, a 3m x 
0.50m exploratory trench across the Operation 3 quebrada in order to examine the 
stratigraphy and to investigate if this quebrada could have been used as a trash midden. 
The variety of ceramic types recovered from this unit led to the expansion of the original 
trench’s width from 0.50m to 1m and the excavation of lots by natural stratigraphic 
layers. The stratigraphic sequence includes clear A-B-C soil horizons, but slight 
variations in the depth of each horizon along the east profile wall suggest that the path of 
the water had changed slightly over time. The depth of Horizon B, the cultural occupation 
level, changed from approximately .40m along the north wall to .20m along the south 
wall. Although some ceramics may have been washed down the quebrada from 
surrounding ridgecrests, the frequency and diversity of the ceramic types continued in 
Horizon C at a depth below water flow.  
In addition to Miskitu pottery sherds, I identified pieces of Astbury-type vessels 
painted with white slip bands along the rims and fragments of Staffordshire-type slipware 
earthenwares. I found blue on white delftware decorated with Chinese floral and fish 
motifs and polychrome delftware painted with hatched leaf patterns and manganese 
powdering. The production of English delftware dates from 1600 to 1800, but the 
manufacturing dates for such specific decorative motifs provide much narrower date 
ranges (Shlasko 1989). Of those motifs identified at Augusta, the Chinese floral motif 
(1669-1793) and powdered manganese patterns (1630s-1670s) suggest broad historical 
periods, while the fish motifs (1740s-1770s) (Figure 5.40) and hatched leaves (1730s-
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1750s) (Figure 5.41) provide narrower chronological periods that correspond to the 
occupation of Augusta (Shlasko 1989; Maryland Archaeological Conservation 
Laboratory).  Powdered decorative patterns “involved shaking or blowing powdered 
pigment onto the glaze” and were used on different types of vessels during different 
periods of time (Shlasko 1989:87). Powdered decoration first appears on tankards in the 
early seventeenth century, but was used again in the mid-eighteenth century from 
approximately 1738 to 1764 on plates and bowls. Unlike the tankard decoration, the 
second handling of powdered decoration did not cover the entire vessel but was applied 
on over stenciled designs so that the stencils created blank areas for additional painted 
designs (Shlasko 1989:91) (Figure 5.42). 
 
 
Figure 5.40. Blue on white delftware; fish motif 
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Figure 5.41. Blue on white delftware; hatched leaf pattern 
 
Figure 5.42. Delftware, powdered over stencils 
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The excavation team recovered a total of 319 ceramic sherds from suboperation 03D. 
This total includes 24 indigenous pottery fragments, 71 coarse earthenware sherds, and 
176 decorated delftware , Staffordshire-type slipware, and Astbury-type redware sherds 
that I used to calculate the mean ceramic date for this deposit. As shown in Table 5.10, 
the mean ceramic date calculated from the Staffordshire-type slipware, decorated 
delftware, Astbury-type redware, and powdered delftware sherds is 1743.9. This date 
corresponds to the occupation period of the Augusta settlement.  
 
Table 5.10. Mean Ceramic Date for Suboperation 3D 
 
 
Ceramic Type Number of Sherds Median Manufacture Date
Decorated delftware 112 1750
(Tin-glazed earthenware)
Delftware, powdered 4 1751
Delftware, Chinese floral motif 42 1731
Staffordshire-type slipware 10 1733
Astbury-type redware 8 1738
Coarse earthenware 71
Indigenous 24
Indeterminate 48
Total 319
Mean Ceramic Date 1744
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The high concentration of artifacts recovered from this location suggests that the 
quebrada was not a primary source of water for the settlement, but instead represents a 
midden that was actively used over an extended period of time. I calculated the density of 
the nail, pipe stem, glass, and ceramic fragments excavated from suboperations 03D to 
show the presence of these artifact types across the units of the midden (Figures 5.43-
5.46).  
The recovery of English and Miskitu artifacts during surface collections of the 
ridges to both the east and west of the quebrada suggests that settlers occupied those 
areas and used the quebrada as a centralized trash deposit. As I mentioned in my 
discussion of Operation 8 (the hilltop), this quebrada may correspond to the “rivulet of 
fresh water” identified as source “A” by Barnsley in his 1742 survey of New Port-Royal 
Harbour. Barnsley includes three additional sources of fresh water all located to the east 
of source “A,” but still close to the English camp. These rivulets, identified on Barnley’s 
map as “B, C, and D,” provided Augusta’s occupants multiple sources for water and may 
have given them options regarding the specific use of each riverbed. If rivulet “A” was 
not a primary source of water for the settlement, then it could have been used as a midden 
as the archaeological evidence suggests. Horton (1985:34) believes the primary water 
source for the settlement was located in a deep gully to the east of the site’s center. My 
survey team confirmed the location of a deep quebrada to the east of the site during the 
full coverage pedestrian survey and I use this riverbed as a reference point to designate 
the eastern boundary of the site. This eastern quebrada is much longer and steeper than 
the western quebrada and appears on the anonymous 1742 Plan of Portroyal Harbour and 
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Figure 5.43. Operation 3D nail density map 
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Figure 5.44. Operation 3D pipestem density map 
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Figure 5.45. Operation 3D glass density map 
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Figure 5.46. Operation 3D ceramic density map 
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Cuninghame’s Plan of Port Royal from 1743. Both of these historical surveys show this 
riverbed as a long, curved line extending to the north away from the shoreline between 
the undulating ridgecrests of the harbor.   
 
Overview of Additional Operations  
 In addition to these primary activity areas, I designated several other operations 
around the site for archaeological investigation. I included these areas in the full coverage 
pedestrian survey to assess the spatial organization of all areas around the site that 
appeared to have been modified or occupied by its colonial occupants (Armstrong 2001; 
Begley 1999). My survey teams used GPS equipment, topographic maps, and a total 
station surveying instrument in the field and completed systematic surface collections of 
these areas in conjunction with the surveys.  
 
South Slope (Operations 1 and 12) 
 The archaeological surveys and surface collections conducted along the south side 
of the road cut represent the area defined as Operation 1, the portion of the site on the 
south ridge overlooking New Port Royal harbor (Figure 5.47). The objective of Operation 
1 was to survey the south side of the road cut to locate and to collect artifacts visible on 
the ground surface. Operation 1 includes three suboperations, 01A, 01B, and 01C, which 
were organized as three separate surveys and corresponding surface collections. During  
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Figure 5.47. Map of Operations 1 and 12 
 
the 2011 field season, I organized suboperation 01A, lot 1, as a surface survey along the 
ridge to the south of the road. The field crew collected several fragments of tin-glazed 
ceramics, ceramic pipe stems, as well as thick, olive green bottle glass fragments (Table 
5.11). The majority of these artifacts appear to have washed down from the higher ridge 
to the north of the road cut where the center portion of the site is located. Surface 
collections 01B and 01C were completed during the 2012 field season across the same 
ridge along the south side of the road cut. Although no cultural materials were recovered 
from the area of suboperation 01B, my survey team observed the presence of a bajareque 
surface embedded in the ground surface. Suboperation 01C, lot 1, is categorized as a 
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quebrada oriented in a north-south direction connecting this south ridge to the beach. My 
survey team recovered bottle glass fragments, tin-glazed ceramic sherds, ceramic pipe 
stems, and bajareque pieces along this riverbed.  
The beach, the southernmost edge of the site adjacent to the waters of New Port Royal 
harbor, is categorized as Operation 12. The objective of this operation was to conduct a 
surface collection, identified as suboperation 12A, along the beach. The survey team 
recovered several pieces of bottle glass and pottery fragments representative of four 
ceramic types from this area (Table 5.12). I identified two pieces of blue on white 
delftware, one earthenware fragment decorated with Staffordshire-style slip, and one 
fragment of moulded white salt-glazed stoneware (Type 16) (Figure 5.48) (Noël Hume 
1969). Similar to the materials found along the south side of the road cut, these artifacts 
seem to have washed down the natural slope of the ridgecrest from higher elevations 
closer to the center of the site.  
 
Eastern Slope (Operation 2) 
 The eastern portion of the site, north of the road cut, where the ridge gradually 
slopes south from the flat center of the site towards the road cut, is defined as Operation 
2. This area was bounded by a deep quebrada to the east of the site running north-south 
and to the south by the road cut (Figure 5.49).  
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Table 5.11. Operation 1 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
 
Table 5.12. Operation 12 Artifact Counts and Weights 
Sub Op Glass Glass (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 46 649.9 2 7 14 87.3 0 0 0 0
C 39 908.9 2 2.8 5 33 38 611 2 9.7 chipped stone
TOTAL 85 1558.8 4 9.8 19 120.3 38 611 2 9.7
Sub op Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Other Other (g)
A 27 460.9 0 0 4 32.4 0 0
TOTAL 27 460.9 0 0 4 32.4 0 0
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Figure 5.48. Moulded white salt-glazed stoneware 
 
 
Figure 5.49. Map of Operation 2 
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The objective of Operation 2 was to survey this eastern slope and to recover cultural 
materials indicative of the settlement through surface collection and excavation. 
Operation 2 was divided into three suboperations: 02A, 02B, and 02C. Suboperations 
02A and 02C were executed to collect artifacts visible on the ground surface. 
Suboperation 02B was a 1m x 1m unit excavated to a depth of approximately 0.20 – 0.25 
m. Suboperation 02B was initially designed to recover large glass fragments visible, yet 
embedded, in the ground surface. However, the excavation and removal of these 
fragments revealed the presence of several glass bottle bases and led to the extension of 
this unit into a 1 m x 1 m unit. More than 400 glass bottle fragments (8.3 kg) were 
recovered from suboperation 02B and the bottle bases were positioned at the same depth, 
suggesting that the area may have served as a storage area or a midden (Table 5.13). 
 
Western and Northern Slopes (Operations 9, 10, and 11) 
 The full coverage pedestrian survey included two riverbeds and a hilltop to the 
west and north of the center of the site (Operation 4). These areas were included in the 
survey so that I could attempt to determine the size and boundaries of the site (Figure 
5.50). Due to the limited amount of flat land for settlement and cultivation, the occupants 
of Augusta may have established portions of their settlements across neighboring 
ridgecrests or used higher hilltops as lookout points or for other defensive purposes. I 
recovered cultural materials and identified features indicative of eighteenth century 
occupation from these areas that suggest a more expansive use of space beyond the 
centrally located flat portion. Some activity areas and structures may have been scattered 
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Table 5.13. Operation 2 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
across the western and northern ridges to accommodate daily living and defense needs. 
 The highest point to the north of the residential mound and workshop, Klark’s Hill, is categorized as Operation 10. This 
hill overlooks the center of the site and provides an unobstructed view of the entranceway into the harbor between Fort George 
and Fort Frederick. The terrain leading up to the hill begins along the northwestern edge of the plaza area (Operation 4) and 
rises steeply to the north of the midden and hilltop to the west of the workshop. 
 
Sub Op Unit Glass Glass (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g)
A 28 311.1 0 0 0 0 0 0
B 1 462 8334.1 1 1.6 1 45.3 1 0.8
C 5 878.7 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 495 9523.9 1 1.6 1 45.3 1 0.8
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Figure 5.50. Map of Operations 9, 10, and 11 
 
The survey team recovered a small number of bottle glass fragments during the surface 
collection, but noted the remains of a circular stone structure along the northwest side of 
the hill (Table 5.14). As the highest point on the ridge above the harbor, this hill may 
have been used as a lookout point to monitor the arrival and departure of ships and to 
watch for enemy vessels.  
The northern end of the deep quebrada running along the western edge of the 
residential mound leads up to Klark’s Hill and also creates the eastern edge to the hilltop 
identified as Operation 8 where the field crew recovered the mano fragment. The western 
edge of this hilltop is formed by another quebrada oriented in a north-south direction. I 
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categorized this riverbed as Operation 9, the Black Pearl quebrada, and divided the area 
in upper and lower sections for survey and surface collection. Suboperation 09A 
represents the upper (northern) portion of the quebrada, while suboperation 09B 
corresponds to the lower (southern) portion. The Black Pearl quebrada intersects with the 
quebrada running along the western edge of the mound at the southern edge of 
suboperation 09B. The survey team found bottle glass, metal fragments, two ceramic 
sherds including a piece of blue on white delftware and a fragment of indigenous pottery, 
bajareque pieces, and brick fragments during the surface collection (Table 5.15). They 
also identified feature 1, a grouping of bajareque and bricks visible on the ground surface 
along the southeast side of the quebrada. These may be the remains of a structure since 
this combination of building materials has been found in other locations around the site. 
 
Table 5.14. Operation 10 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
Sub op Glass Glass (g) Nail Nail (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g)
A 5 37 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 5 37 0 0 0 0
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Table 5.15. Operation 9 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
The westernmost quebrada included in my survey and associated with Augusta is referred to as the Royal Rover River, 
or Operation 11. This riverbed is located to the west of the Black Pearl quebrada and runs in a north-south direction. The 
survey team identified feature 7, a line of stones oriented in an east-west direction, along the east side of the riverbed. Cultural 
materials collected from this area include bottle glass, ceramic pipestem fragments, one piece of blue on white delftware, and a 
piece of bajareque  (Table 5.16).. A second line of stones, feature 4, with a similar orientation was noted to the south of feature 
7.  
 
Sub Op Glass Glass (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Brick Brick (g) Other Other (g) Notes
A 6 160.9 1 103.8 0 0 1 61.9 1 218 metal fragment
1 0.6 marine shell
Subtotal 6 160.9 1 103.8 0 0 1 61.9 2 218.6
B 25 413.5 1 54.3 20 3054 2 1477.9 1 167.9 metal rod
5 1275.8 marine shell
Subtotal 25 413.5 1 54.3 20 3054 2 1477.9 6 1443.7
TOTAL 31 574.4 2 158.1 20 3054 3 1539.8 8 1662.3
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Table 5.16. Operation 11 Artifact Counts and Weights 
 
 
Geoarchaeological Research 
 During the pedestrian survey, I examined the damage imposed on the site by the 
road construction to investigate the natural stratigraphy of the landscape. Clear A-B-C 
soil horizons were identified from the road cut and were fairly consistent throughout the 
site. These soil horizons were recorded in a drawing and photograph of 
Geoarchaeological Roadcut Profile/Section #1 (Figure 5.51). 
Horizon A, the top soil, was just below the ground surface, between 0-0.10m. It is 
a very dark gray, soft, sandy silt (10YR 3/1-2/1). Horizon B began at a depth of 
approximately 0.10m and extended to an average of 25cm below ground surface. It was 
composed of a yellowish-brown, soft, compact, sandy clay (10YR 6/4-5/4). I identified 
Horizon B as the cultural occupation level based on the recovery of artifacts from within 
this horizon across the site. Horizon C began at a depth of approximately 0.30m and 
extended up to 0.70m in sections of the site, and was subdivided into C1 and C2. C1 was 
a brownish-yellow, compact sandy clay (10YR 6/8-5/8) and occupied a depth between 
0.30-0.60m, while C2 was a hard, yellowish, unconsolidated bedrock (10YR 6/8-5/8) and  
Sub Op Glass Glass (g) Ceramic Ceramic (g) Bajareque Bajareque (g) Pipestem Pipestem (g)
A 51 3101.8 1 1.8 1 151.1 4 1.2
TOTAL 51 3101.8 1 1.8 1 151.1 4 1.2
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Figure 5.51.  Geoarchaeological profile #1 drawing 
 
typically began at a depth of 0.60m. The data included in this natural stratigraphy 
classification are important to recognition and understanding of past cultural formation 
processes at Augusta. Excavation unit “lots” were identified and removed 
stratigraphically based on the A-B-C soil horizon sequence from the geoarchaeological 
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profile. I argue that absences of the B horizon or appearances of unnatural divisions 
between B and C horizons are the result of intentional modification to the landscape.  
To understand how Augusta’s occupants impacted the domestic landscape, I 
examined soils (n=54) for pH, texture, and phosphates. I collected these soils from the B 
Horizon samples included in the auger probes that were placed across the site at regular 
intervals of 8 m. The Mehlich-3 extracting solution is favored by agronomic soil analysis 
laboratories, because several elements can be determined simultaneously on a single 
extraction using ICP-OES. Researchers use relative differences in soil phosphorus. My 
interest here was the correlation between ICP and colorimetry. First, the soils were 
analyzed for phosphorus colorimetrically using Mehlich-3 solution without EDTA and a 
spectrophotometer. One gram of each soil sample was weighed, 10 mL of Mehlich-3 
added, shaken for exactly 5 minutes, then filtered. Next, 8 mL of molybdate color 
development solution was added to 2 mL of each soil extract and left to develop for 10 
minutes. Finally, each developed soil extract was analyzed on a spectrophotometer for 
Mehlich-3 extractable phosphorus and recorded. The same 100 soil extracts were used for 
the ICP procedure as for the colorimetric procedure. Again, a sample of 2 mL of each 
extract was used. The extracts were run through an ICP-OES to detect wavelengths of 
electromagnetic radiation that are specific to certain elements. The results show that the 
ICP-OES determined phosphorus correlated well with the colorimetric technique, 
demonstrating that either technique acceptable for archaeological research. This indicates 
that colorimetric techniques applied to soil-P can accurately be used to prospect for 
activity loci in the archaeological record. 
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 Overall, I found soils to be acidic with generally high clay content. Phosphates 
varied significantly. The kriged image map shows an interpolation, based on a linear 
semivariogram, of extractable soil phosphorus (Mehlich II extraction, mg/kg), as 
determined by molybdate colorimetry with spectrophotometric determination (Figure 
5.52). In the analysis, acid-extracted phosphate binds to molybdenum to form a complex 
that has a blue color. The absorbance at selected wavelengths is proportional to the 
amount of phosphate available to form the complex. Phosphates, which contain the PO4
3-
 
ion, indicate the deposition of organic substances. The results show two areas of high 
phosphorus concentration: the area in the lower left hand corner of the image corresponds 
to a possible midden, and the one in the upper right hand corner corresponds to a high 
concentration of artifacts collected around the residential mound and workshop areas 
(shown in isopleths) (Mihok and Wells 2012). 
In addition to better understanding how the colorimetric and ICP data covary, I 
was interested in the ways and extent to which the chemical data correlate to other soil 
properties. The kriged image shows an interpolation, based on a linear semivariogram, of 
texture (clay percent, in color) and hydrogen potential (pH, in isopleths) for the 
courtyard. The results show two areas of high clay concentration and multiple zones of 
acidic soils (Figure 5.53). The patterns suggest soil movement at the site, which is 
consistent with historical accounts about the ways in which settlers prepared the ground 
surface prior to building (Phillips et al. 2013). 
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Figure 5.52. Soil P of Operation 4 
 
Figure 5.53. % clay and pH of Operation 4 
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To investigate the high concentration of phosphorus around the area of the 
residential mound and workshop, I collected soil cores (n=33) from a 10m x 10m grid 
oriented north-south set-up in Operation 7 (workshop) around the 3m x 3m excavation 
grid. Samples were collected at regular intervals of 2m. I examined these soils for pH, 
texture, and phosphates. Similar to the soils from the plaza, the workshop soils are acidic 
with two areas of high clay concentration (Figures 5.54-5.55). Again, based on a linear 
semivariogram, of extractable soil phosphorus (using Mehlich II extraction), as 
determined by molybdate colorimetry with spectrophotometric determination, an area of 
high phosphorous concentration is present slightly to the north of the excavation grid. 
This point corresponds to the high concentration of building materials and structural 
remains found during our excavations of the workshop. Figure 5.56 shows the soil 
phosphate distribution compared to pH for the workshop.  
 
Figure 5.54. pH of Operation 7 
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Figure 5.55. % clay of Operation 7 
 
Summary 
This research brings archaeological data together with historical evidence to better 
understand the daily lives of the eighteenth century occupants of Augusta. While 
historical documents and maps describe the location and residents of this settlement, I 
argue that archaeological investigations play an integral role in contemporary 
interpretations of how these settlers built and organized their settlement. By using 
historical surveys of New Port Royal harbor as guides, the survey team conducted a full 
coverage pedestrian survey of the harbor to explore the size and spatial organization of 
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Figure 5.56. Soil P of Operation 7 
 
the settlement and to identify features and architectural structures. The field crew mapped 
the site and completed surface collections in conjunction with the survey. Evidence for 
the remains of building materials, such as bajareque, bricks, and nails, varied across the 
settlement suggesting the locations of buildings and walls. The highest densities of these 
materials recovered from suboperations 04A-E, 05D, 07A, 08A, are shown in Figures 
5.57-5.59. 
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Figure 5.57. Bajareque density map, Operations 4A-E, 5D, 7A, 8A 
 
 
Figure 5.58. Brick density map, Operations 4A-E, 5D, 7A, 8A 
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Figure 5.59. Nail density map, Operations 4A-E, 5D, 7A, 8A 
 
Artifacts collected during surface collections include thick, olive-green bottle 
glass fragments, pieces of English delftware vessels, fragments of Astbury-type and 
Staffordshire-type slipware earthenwares, indigenous plainware sherds, ceramic 
pipestems, indigenous ground stone (mano de moler and metate) fragments, and hand-
wrought nails. Several artifact types are indicative of eighteenth century occupation and 
suggest that both English and Miskitu populations lived within the settlement.  I observed 
high densities of coarse earthenwares and pipe stems in the areas I designated as the 
residential mound (suboperation 05D), workshop (suboperation 07A), and midden 
(suboperation 03D) as shown in Figures 5.60 and 5.61.  
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Figure 5.60. Ceramic density map, Operations 4A-E, 5D, 7A, 8A 
 
 
Figure 5.61. Pipestem density map, Operations 4A-E, 5D, 7A, 8A 
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I calculated mean ceramic dates from decorative motifs and glazes identified on 
the earthenware sherds excavated from suboperations 05D and 03D and used them as 
chronological markers to show the overlap with the occupation dates of Augusta.  
Evidence for a Miskitu presence at the site includes indigenous pottery sherds, ground 
stone tools, and wattle and daub constructions. This evidence supports eighteenth century 
accounts of an English-Miskitu alliance forged as early as the sixteenth century and 
formalized with the signing of the Treaty of Friendship and Alliance in 1740. 
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CHAPTER SIX: THE COMPLEXITIES OF ENGLISH-MISKITU 
INTERACTIONS 
 
Introduction 
 The English established Augusta in 1742 on the island of Roatán as a military 
outpost toward the end of the War of Jenkins’ Ear (1739 to 1748). English soldiers, along 
with a small group of settlers and Miskitu from the Black River region of the Mosquito 
Coast, planned the town. Augusta was designed to be a place of refuge for English ships 
and colonists involved in military and trading operations around the Bay of Honduras. 
English colonists had been forging relationships with Miskitu communities living along 
the coastline of Honduras for years, and English officials hoped to reach their goals 
through this alliance. According to historical descriptions of the Treaty of Friendship and 
Alliance, an arrangement made between English and Miskitu leaders in 1740, the English 
Crown agreed to acknowledge the Miskitu as English subjects and to provide them with 
support against their enemies in exchange for their allegiance to England. This 
understanding provided the English Crown with access to locally available resources 
necessary for its royalization efforts in that region. Augusta was a product of these 
combined efforts. The historical records and archaeological evidence suggest that this 
settlement, a dependency of the royal colony of Jamaica, was built and occupied by both 
English and Miskitu colonists. 
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Implications of Royalization 
 Despite settling overseas, royal colonists lived under the direct control of the 
English Crown in accordance to the expectations of English citizens. The expansion of 
England’s transatlantic trade networks in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
centuries prompted London to become more involved with its colonies, especially in 
response to increasing consumer demand for sugar and tobacco. Defined by its “maritime 
and commercial” enterprises, the English empire took possession of Caribbean islands 
like Jamaica and Barbados, and locations along the Central American coastline such as 
Belize and the Mosquito Coast, and created the Board of Trade and Plantations in 1696 to 
manage its economic interests overseas (Elliott 2006:221-223). Farnsworth (2001:xix) 
argues that “without the island colonies, most of the mainland colonies could not have 
been established and maintained. Indeed, the mainland might well have been regarded as 
the backyard of the Caribbean.” The growing presence of English, French, and Dutch 
colonial outposts around the Caribbean also supported the political interests of these 
European nations as they sought to challenge Spanish authority in the Americas and 
break-up the territory of New Spain.  
 The royalization process played an integral role in England’s pursuit of economic 
and political goals. Elliott (2006:223) describes the Crown’s intervention in colonial 
policy as a “process of imperial integration” encouraged by the growth of transatlantic 
trade. As the Crown recognized the economic value of American colonies and sought to 
strengthen its bond with its colonists, it authorized royal charters managed by appointed 
governors and supervised by the Board of Trade. Instructions issued by the Privy Council 
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to the governors of royal provinces represented the wishes of the English Crown for the 
colony and its inhabitants. In addition to distributing such administrative orders, the 
Crown sought to overcome the physical distance of the Atlantic Ocean and integrate the 
royalization process into the daily lives of its American colonists.  
During the 1730s the idea of the British Empire was modeled around the tenets of 
Protestantism, commercialism, freedom, and the sea (Armitage 2000:173). Elliott 
(2006:233) states that this sense of patriotism extended across the Atlantic “by giving the 
colonies the conviction that they were participating in a joint enterprise, both Protestant 
and free.” The “royalization of public life” became a way in which English identity was 
reinforced in the routines of overseas colonists through annual celebrations and holidays 
(McConville 2006:49). A modified political calendar was put into place in the late 
seventeenth century to “establish emotional ties between the most distant colonist and the 
empire’s Protestant rulers, to give the emerging imperial contract human form” 
(McConville 2006:49). William and Mary supported the spread of imperial identity 
across royal provinces by ordering the celebration of royal holidays such as coronation 
days or birthdays. According to McConville (2006:64), these types of mandated 
celebrations became common after 1688 and were observed in colonial ports in North 
America and the British West Indies among colonists “keen to assert their loyalty to 
Great Britain.” For example, historical accounts describe how the colonists of Barbados 
celebrated the King’s and Queen’s birthdays in 1733 “with all the usual Demonstrations 
of Joy” (Keimer 1741:243). In honor of the King the people roasted an ox in the “Old 
Church-Yard, in Bridge Town”, toasted to the health of the royal family and held a “very 
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Splendid Ball at Pilgrim’s in the Evening, and a most magnificent Entertainment, every 
Thing being in perfect Order, and in the finest Manner, and all conducted with the utmost 
Politeness” (Keimer 1741:243).  
  The royalization of this territory involved implementing a degree of cohesion and 
allegiance to the English Crown over the lives of all Augusta inhabitants. Historical 
evidence suggests that some aspects of English identity existed among English colonists 
and Miskitu communities living along the Mosquito Coast of Honduras. Eighteenth 
century English documents describe amicable relations among the English and Miskitu 
and the integration of English concepts and objects into the social organization and daily 
routines of the Miskitu (M.W. 1744; Sloane 1707). The outbreak of the War of Jenkins’ 
Ear triggered an eruption of “patriotic frenzy” in Britain and bolstered the Crown’s 
efforts to strengthen its relationships with its Caribbean colonies (Elliott 2006:233). In 
1742, the Privy Council issued royal orders for the creation of Augusta, a military outpost 
on Roatán Island to be overseen by the royal governor of Jamaica and occupied by 
English soldiers and their Miskitu allies. Augusta’s residents built and inhabited their 
settlement at a time of heightened patriotism within the English Empire and concern for 
the defense of its transatlantic colonies. By taking an agent-centered approach, I consider 
whether the Miskitu’s adaptation of English traditions and customs were true to the 
Crown’s interpretation of royalization or independent choices for reasons of their own. 
The Miskitu lived in communities that became known as the colonial space of the 
Miskitu Kingdom, a collection of semi-autonomous districts ruled by hereditary leaders. 
These leaders reinforced the independent identity of the Miskitu by taxing trade through 
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their districts and demanding annual tribute payments from non-Miskitu groups within 
their territories (Offen 2007). According to M.W. (1744:299), the Miskitu identified the 
borders of their territory where their enemies, “another nation of wild Indians,” lived. The 
Miskitu differentiated their culture from the “wild” groups based on their “commerce 
with the English.” They deemed themselves “a very notable sort of people, affecting 
much to be call’d Mosqueto-men, and distinguishing their neighbors by the names of 
wild Indians and Alboawinneys” (M.W. 1744:300). The Miskitu expressed their sense of 
superiority over other local groups through their possession of European goods such as 
iron pots, rum, knives, and shortswords (Naylor 1989). Historical descriptions suggest 
that the nature of the Miskitu’s interactions with other populations varied dramatically 
indicating that they made choices to maintain the integrity of their kingdom. The Miskitu 
formed an alliance with the English, were openly hostile toward the Spanish, and 
subjugated neighboring indigenous populations. M.W.’s (1744) writings include a 
description of Miskitu slave raids on their “wild Indian” enemies, the Alboawinneys. 
According to this account, this group was “continually, in dry seasons, invaded by the 
Mosqueto-men, who take away their young wives and children for slaves, either killing 
or putting to flight the men and old women” (M.W. 1744:305).  English authorities 
viewed the fierceness of the Miksitu as an advantage, which led them to hire a group of 
Miskitu mercenaries to subjugate a group of rebellious Maroons in Jamaica in 1737. 
While the English viewed this as an expression of loyalty to the Crown, the Miskitu may 
have been driven by other motivations such as monetary reward or the reinforcement of 
their fierce image (Naylor 1989:44). 
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Also of consideration, the years of working with English buccaneers along the 
Mosquito Coast encouraged many Miskitu to learn English and to use firearms, and led 
Miskitu leaders to wear pieces of English military uniforms, to carry silver and gold-
headed walking sticks, and to use titles like “king” or “captain” as symbols of authority 
within their communities and among other indigenous groups (Naylor 1989:36). In this 
way, the Miskitu participated in the English royalization process by utilizing English 
objects and words in their lives, however, the meanings and intentions behind this usage 
is not as clear. I believe that agency theory is especially revealing for understanding 
royalization because artifact classifications of indigenous or European do not provide 
insight into the meanings these objects had to their users (Silliman 2004, 2010; Kopytoff 
1986).  
 Although the documentary record provides some information about the nature of 
an English-Miskitu alliance, we know very little about how these relationships between 
English and Miskitu peoples actually emerged in the Bay Islands. Historical documents 
do not reveal how English and Miskitu acted together on a daily basis, the degree to 
which English and Miskitu groups adopted or adapted to each other’s lifestyles, and the 
long-term social and economic outcomes of these interactions. In this dissertation, I 
reviewed eighteenth century surveys of New Port Royal harbor and correspondence 
among English officials regarding the establishment of Augusta for details about the 
location and organization of the settlement. These orders and descriptions were then 
investigated through a number of archaeological methods including pedestrian survey and 
excavation.  
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The archaeological data recovered from the site of Augusta over the past four 
field seasons corroborate the Council of War’s orders (Rolt 1749; Grant 2005) to send a 
combined group of English soldiers and Miskitu to Roatán Island to construct a defensive 
outpost. I identified a variety of artifact types including bottle glass, hand-wrought nails, 
coarse earthenwares, decorated delftware, bajareque, ceramic pipestems, and 
miscellaneous firearm components. South (1978:225) argues that eighteenth century 
British American sites of “varied functions… have similar groups of ceramic types 
present at similar periods of time.” I identified five diagnostic ceramic types at Augusta: 
Staffordshire-style slipware, Astbury-type earthenware, blue on white delftware, 
polychrome delftware, and delftware with powdered over stencils.  Although the 
manufacturing date ranges for these specific types of colonial ceramics are very broad, 
they do encompass the historically documented dates of Augusta’s occupation period 
from 1742 to 1748. (Figure 6.1).  
While the royalization process was intended to instill a sense of loyalty and 
English identity into the lives of colonists, enforcement of the use of material goods and 
space may have proved difficult or impractical. This history of an alliance between the 
English and Miskitu dating back to the seventeenth century, along with the stress of 
armed conflict with Spain in the War of Jenkins’ Ear, may have made strict adherence to 
the royalization process less important than everyday living and survival.  
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Figure 6.1 Ceramic Manufacturing Date Ranges 
 
 Archaeological investigations conducted over the past four years at Augusta show 
that European and Miskitu artifacts were intermixed across the settlement. These findings 
may reveal Augusta’s uniqueness compared to other English Caribbean settlements, 
namely plantations and other resource extraction ventures, where boundaries and 
partitions (social and material) actively segregated natives and slaves from the English 
(Clement 1997; Delle 1999, 2009). I have been unable to detect any patterning in the 
spatial distribution of artifacts or assemblages, which may suggest that residential spaces 
at Augusta were used or occupied by more than a single group. However, I must 
acknowledge that much of what I know about Augusta derives from English documents, 
maps, and artifacts, and so my understanding of labor and residential occupation of the 
settlement remains biased. 
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The recovery of both English and Miskitu artifacts from the workshop and 
midden as well as in adjacent spaces suggests some element of interaction among English 
and Miskitu occupants. These data suggest that the town was built and occupied by both 
European and non-European settlers. Excavations revealed the remains of a collapsed 
structure, the workshop, built from a combination of English and Miskitu building 
materials. This structure was made primarily of bajareque (wattle and daub).  Hundreds 
of large pieces were collected with visible stick striations from the wooden frame to 
which they were originally applied. Hand- wrought iron nails embedded in bajareque 
fragments and covered with a plaster coating were also recovered. Nail holes were 
observed and noted in several bajareque pieces. Since bajareque structures do not require 
iron nails and a plaster finish for completion, the existence of plaster-covered nails in the 
remnants of bajareque walls suggests that Augusta’s English and Miskitu occupants 
chose to design buildings that took advantage of multicultural knowledge of construction. 
In this case, these diverse building materials were combined to create a workshop, or 
storage facility, for the settlement.  
While these assemblages do not reveal the degree or the nature of interaction, I 
believe that the juxtaposition of European and indigenous artifacts indicate that 
Augusta’s occupants chose to use material culture representative of both English and 
Miskitu origins. McConville (2006) argues that North American colonists engaged in the 
process of royalization within their residential spaces by integrating English objects into 
their households and daily routines. Recognized by the English Crown as subjects of 
Great Britain, Augusta’s occupants participated in the royalization process by utilizing 
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English materials such as tin-glazed earthenware, hand-wrought iron nails, and glass 
bottles in daily practice. However, the presence of mano and metate fragments, 
indigenous ceramics, and bajareque in archaeological deposits suggests that the English 
and Miskitu utilized indigenous objects and building materials while having access to 
English products. I believe the archaeological data show that the English royalization 
process was not fluid or enforced among the Crown’s colonial territories. Suppositions 
that simply ask whether Augusta’s occupants participated in the royalization process do 
not consider the intentions behind the use of objects. One possibility is that, because the 
archaeological evidence recovered from Augusta dates to the initial period of the English 
treaty with the Miskitu, perhaps the impact of the 1740 treaty on Miskitu identity had not 
yet permeated through Miskitu society. As Offen (2007: 280) notes, “the Mosquito 
forged a shared identity through a diversity of colonial encounters that empowered 
them.” Another possibility is that Augusta’s occupants chose to use objects in ways that 
differed from the artifact’s original purpose. They may have also used any available 
artifacts or building materials in their daily lives as the result of convenience or 
adaptation to environmental conditions with little or no concern for the Crown’s 
intentions behind royalization.  
 
Comparison of Augusta with Other English Settlements 
 Based on the documentary and archaeological records collected and analyzed thus 
far, Augusta appears to have been a distinctive eighteenth century English colonial 
settlement in that it was established and maintained through cooperative relationships 
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with local Miskitu peoples. Our findings suggest that Augusta’s residents interacted in 
shared spaces or at least worked and lived within close proximity with one another rather 
than separated by culturally distinct or restricted activity areas. I argue that Augusta’s 
function as a military outpost in the Bay Islands dictated the colonists’ use of the 
landscape and that the daily routines carried out within this blended spatial layout reflect 
this overarching goal. The absence of evidence for decidedly segregated activity areas or 
vastly distinct English and Miskitu sections within the site stands in sharp contrast to 
colonial economic settlements and more permanent military fortifications.  
 The English Crown’s economic goals for colonization in the Caribbean are visible 
in the spatial organization and highly segregated settlement patterns found at colonial 
sugar and coffee plantations. The spaces and activities associated with plantation 
communities were designed to support its economic function, the cultivation of staple 
crops. Managing this type of economic settlement required centralized authority, which 
was accomplished through a highly structured settlement pattern organized around a main 
house complex. Plantations were characterized by an “orderly layout of activities and 
structures” intended to maximize the production of agricultural commodities with the 
utmost efficiency (Lewis 2009:60). Wilkie and Farnsworth (2005:143) argue that 
“perfecting the control of space became a hallmark of British colonialism.” European 
competition for marketable commodities on a global scale led to the establishment of 
large sugar plantations like those built by English sugar planters on the island of Tobago 
in the Lesser Antilles. Clement (1997) argues that such settlement patterning reflects 
sugar planters’ interests in economic prosperity and social status. Data recovered through 
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the completion of pedestrian surveys across the island revealed similarities in the 
locations and layouts of 20 sugar estates. The majority of the sugar factories identified on 
plantations were located adjacent to water sources (for rum production) and 
transportation routes (for shipping). Within the plantation, estate homes were built on 
elevated terrain like hilltops or man-made piers for access to cooler breezes and to serve 
as visual symbols of estate authority, while estate villages remained in peripheral areas 
(Clement 1997:100). Clement (1997:103) believes that sugar estate settlement patterns 
display the planters’ “unstated goals” for demonstrations of social standing and economic 
success in the landscape.  
 The remains of eighteenth and nineteenth century English coffee plantations on 
the island of Jamaica reveal evidence for social segregation through the manipulation of 
space similar to those identified at the sugar estates. Delle (1999:146) equates the 
manipulation of space within Jamaican coffee plantations with “estate production,” where 
landscapes are divided into “task specific zones.” Settlement patterns like those found at 
sites in the Blue Mountains and at Marshall’s Pen reflect the occupants’ social standing 
within the plantation (Delle 1999, 2009). For example, elite areas like the great house 
were occupied by plantation owners and managers and laborer villages existed in 
segregated spaces considered to be “marginal” to coffee production (Delle 1999:150). 
Different types of construction materials were also used for buildings located within 
different spatial zones across the plantation. At the Chesterfield plantation, the overseer’s 
house was constructed of field stones covered with plaster, while the remains of laborer 
homes were not identified during survey because they had been built with more 
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perishable materials (Delle 1999). In these ways English planters separated themselves 
from their laborers through spatial organization and construction materials. Delle 
(1999:151) argues that “class relations were negotiated” within these spatial arrangments 
and artifact distribution patterns.  
 Discernible expressions of social inequalities and class divisions appear in the 
settlement patterns of Spanish sugar plantations in the Yucatán region of Mexico as well. 
Yucatecan landowners manipulated the landscape and built environment to convey their 
economic and political authority. The intentional layouts of haciendas can be interpreted 
as demonstrations of social power and a means for plantation owners to maintain their 
elevated positions within the context of this constructed social hierarchy (Meyers and 
Carlson (2002:226). For example, Hacienda Tabi is a nineteenth sugar plantation founded 
by Spanish colonists in the Yucatán with lands divided among sugarcane crops, 
cornfields, and forest and cattle grazing lands. Meyers (2012:79) describes the great yard, 
or the patio principal, as the “symbolic center” of the plantation and a symbol of the 
owners’ elevated social standing. This area includes the church, principal house, sugar 
mill, and stables and is surrounded by six-feet tall masonry walls that separates the great 
yard from the debt laborer village. The close proximity of the principal house and sugar 
mill to the village allowed for easier surveillance over the plantation’s work force. The 
organized layout of these structures at the center of the hacienda emphasized the 
economic authority the owners’ held over the laborers (Meyers and Carlson 2002; 
Meyers 2012). 
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 The English Crown’s efforts at colonization supported the country’s political 
objectives as well and these are noticeable in the number of military settlements built on 
multiple Caribbean islands between  the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. England 
sought to challenge Spain’s territorial claims in the Americas by establishing small 
trading posts and colonial charters around the western Caribbean. In order to protect these 
colonists and to interfere with Spanish shipping routes, English soldiers were sent to 
islands like Bermuda, Jamaica, and Barbados to build permanent fortifications. The 
spatial organization employed at military sites differs from the layouts of economic 
settlements like plantations because the focus is on defense and security rather than 
profit. Triggs (2007) describes recent archaeological investigations in Tucker’s Town, 
Bermuda, where the English constructed Fort Bruere around 1783. Archaeological data 
suggest that the site was organized into three areas: the hilltop fort, the powder magazine, 
and the barracks and cookhouse. Triggs (2007) argues that all associated structures in 
these areas were placed in strategic locations to take advantage of the natural landscape. 
The fort was built on the highest outcrop, while the other buildings were constructed 
from natural rock outcrops to “satisfy the requirements of a militarily defensive position” 
(Triggs 2007:60). For example, the designated barracks/cookhouse building was 
purposely positioned in an area both low on the horizon and the landscape so as to make 
it almost undetectable from attacks from either the landward or seaward sides. A mixed 
assemblage of imported Chinese porcelain fragments, etched glass stemware, and 
regimental buttons recovered from excavation units within the barracks/cookhouse 
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structure suggests that the space was probably used by both officers and soldiers (Triggs 
2007: 59-60).   
 The English valued Roatán for its strategic position in the Caribbean, much like 
what Triggs (2007) found in Tucker’s Town, Bermuda and  what Loftfield (2001) 
investigated on the island of Barbados. A systematic survey of the Barbados’ seventeenth 
century fortifications revealed a system of defense similar to those used in England at the 
time (Loftfield 2001:210). Barbados’ primary forts included formal defensive elements 
like bastions and ditches, but smaller, more informal gun platforms were constructed  
along the shoreline. Similar to  the city of Bridgetown, Barbados, Augusta has two formal 
defensive structures at the entrance to the harbor, Fort Frederick and Fort George. While 
the remains of Fort Frederick have been replaced by modern construction, Fort George 
included bastions and barracks (Barnsley 1794; Horton 1985). The remaining defensive 
works around the harbor were constructed in more informal styles like the gun platforms 
found at Barbados. Archaeological data collected during survey and excavation at 
Augusta support the idea that observation points and gun or cannon enbankments were 
built above the New Port Royal shoreline. I identified the remains of a circular stone 
structure and adjacent stone platform positioned along the south side of the site 
overlooking the harbor. Loftfield (2001:214) argues that informal defensive structures 
were usually built on elevated cliffs above the coastline “from which a downward fire 
could be directed” against enemy landings. The stone structures and platforms found 
along the south side of the site provided Augusta’s occupants with a second line of 
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security against instruders if they got past the formal defenses of Fort Frederick and Fort 
George.  
 Within the protective boundaries of its two permanent forts and arrangement of 
less formal defensive structures, Augusta’s spatial organization does not resemble the 
segregated layouts of economic settlements like Marshall’s Pen, Jamaica or more 
formalized military sites like Fort Bruere, Bermuda. The use of localized construction 
materials like bajareque and the mixed European and non-European artifact assemblage 
suggest that Augusta’s English and Miskitu occupants lived and worked in close 
proximity and may have even collaborated to accomplish daily activities. According to 
historical documents, William Pitt and Robert Hodgson, two of Augusta’s original 
founders, lived at the English settlement of Black River on the Mosquito Coast after 
Augusta was abandoned in 1748. Spanish accounts describe a residential settlement 
positioned near “two bastions covered by wood and sand” (Bonilla 1955:315). Robert 
Hodgson lived in a three-story “fort house covered by boards,” while over 200 other 
residential structures in the settlement were covered with palm leaves (Bonilla 1955:315). 
The infantry quarters were built close to Hodgson’s home where 30 soldiers with a 
lieutenant and two sargeants lived with their pistols and other weaponry. The gunpowder 
storage building, a small wooden structure, was approximately 80 yards from Hodgson’s 
house. In relation to other communities, Don Juan de Lara y Ortega (Bonilla 1955:315) 
states:  
…there is a settlement of Englishmen and mulattoes, which have 66 houses…To 
the other side of the lagoon, there is another settlement of Englishmen and 
mulattoes, that have 51 houses, and half a league from there, there one of 
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mestizos of 76 houses. Like that, of zambos mosquitos, there are 14 houses, and a 
little bit farther from the main establisment there are two other short settlements. 
 
When Hodgson arrived at Black River as the superintendent of the Mosquito Coast, he 
was instructed to supervise English settlements in the area, to build a military fort, and to 
foster relationships with the Miskitu. I believe that Augusta’s spatial organization was 
organized in a similar pattern to that of Black River in 1759 since Hodgson and Pitt were 
involved in the establishment of both communities. Even though Black River had been 
created prior to the creating of Augusta, Hodgson brought a military component to Black 
River that appeared in the form of the fort, soldier’s quarters, gunpowder storage 
facilities, and Hodgson’s home. Augusta and Black River had similar defensive functions 
and eighteenth century documents describe the presence of similar structures and activity 
areas. The large amounts of bajareque recovered from Augusta also support the Spanish 
descriptions of perishable building materials like wood, sand, and palm leaves at Black 
River. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 My interpretations about the spatial organization of Augusta and the daily 
routines of its occupants presented in this dissertation are based on historical research 
combined with data retrieved during four seasons of archaeological fieldwork at New 
Port Royal harbor on Roatán Island. Although my field methods included a full coverage 
pedestrian survey of the settlement, surface collections, and subsurface testing, I believe 
that the data retrieved thus far provide groundwork for future research that would provide 
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much deeper insight into the nature of English-Miskitu relations at Augusta and at other 
settlements around the Bay of Honduras. I consider this dissertation research to be a 
preliminary study about the occupation of Augusta. These findings establish a foundation 
from which more detailed interpretations regarding the royalization process and the ways 
in which English and Miskitu occupants adapted to each other’s lifestyles can be made in 
the future. I would like to make the following recommendations for areas of investigation 
to address questions I have been unable to address within the scope of this dissertation. 
 I employ both historical and archaeological methods in my research design to 
address three specific research objectives. However, more intensive subsurface testing is 
necessary to answer questions about social integration or segregation among Augusta’s 
occupants. Even though I did not find evidence for segregated activity areas or clear 
spatial boundaries between English and Miskitu populations, this absence of evidence 
does not mean Augusta was an integrated community. Excavation loci must expand 
beyond the limits of the most recent field work completed during the 2012 field season. I 
have used data recovered from the units and trenches excavated thus far to investigate the 
site’s spatial organization. Architectural remains and artifact assemblages enabled me to 
discern between various activity areas around the site, such as the residential mound, 
workshop, and plaza, but the identities of those who regularly used these spaces remains 
questionable. It can be inferred that these areas served different purposes for Augusta 
residents but without further excavation any interpretations regarding the extent of 
English-Miskitu interactions are incomplete. For example, excavations at the residential 
mound were limited to two trenches established specifically to aid in the estimation of the 
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mound’s orientation and size. Several types of artifacts recovered from these units 
indicate an eighteenth century English presence on the mound, specifically the fragments 
of the Staffordshire glazed posset cup and Brown Bess musket balls, but assumptions 
about the identities of the occupants of this specific area are inconclusive. The placement 
of excavation units or shovel test pits at regularly established intervals across the mound 
would provide a more comprehensive examination of an area approximately 20m x 10m 
in size. This large, artificially elevated space may have been used as headquarters for 
English military officers. However, any assessments about the function or activities 
conducted in this area are not reliable without more extensive subsurface testing. 
Additional excavation would enhance an understanding of past cultural and natural 
formation processes that may have affected the site. This testing is also necessary before 
any further discernment into whether English colonists incorporated indigenous goods 
into their domestic lives while maintaining social boundaries between themselves and the 
makers of those goods.  
 Additional excavation units would also facilitate our understanding of Augusta’s 
spatial organization. Very few structural foundations remain visible across the landscape 
and this suggests that the majority of the buildings were constructed from perishable or 
impermanent construction materials. My research team recovered large amounts of 
bajareque, a locally produced wattle and daub, from excavation units located in the 
workshop and plaza areas. As discussed in Chapter 5, I catalogued over 8,000 pieces of 
bajareque (82kg) from the workshop area alone. The density and spatial arrangements of 
these pieces suggest that a storage building constructed primarily of bajareque once stood 
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in this area but had collapsed over time. The excavation team also recovered smaller 
pieces of bajareque from excavation units located in the plaza adjacent to architectural 
features such as stone wall and building foundations.  Excavation unit 04B contained 
over 500 pieces of bajareque (5.8kg) that may be structural remnants, while 140 
fragments (0.5kg) were embedded in the stone wall foundation of Structure 01 and 
exposed in 04E, unit 1.  
Bajareque has been a common construction material among indigenous 
communities in Honduras for hundreds of years, but it may have been unfamiliar to 
English colonists arriving to the Caribbean. Unusual combinations of this building 
material with plaster, bricks, and/or flat-faced stones in different areas suggest that 
Augusta’s occupants relied upon it for erecting buildings and wall foundations. 
Bajareque deteriorates over time without regular maintenance and preserves poorly in the 
archaeological record of a site located in a wet, humid climate like the Bay Islands. This 
material is usually not visible on the ground surface, so excavation is a critical method for 
detecting its existence. Since I identified such a small number of architectural structures 
around the site, it is possible that Augusta’s occupants used bajareque for the majority of 
their buildings. Further excavations in areas surrounding the central plaza are important 
to our interpretations of social organization since bajareque structures are usually not 
visible on the ground surface. The addition of subsurface survey methods such as ground 
penetrating radar (GPR) would also enhance my understanding of Augusta’s spatial 
organization. I could build on the geoarchaeological research conducted thus far, 
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specifically the results from the phosphate analyses, by using GPR to target those areas of 
high phosphate concentrations for future analysis.  
 Additional analyses on the soil samples retrieved from Augusta via auger probes 
and soil cores would provide greater insight into the spatial organization of Augusta and 
the occupants’ use of the landscape. In this dissertation I refer to the flat, centrally located 
area of the site as a plaza. This is a rare space because it is one of the largest, level areas 
within a site positioned within a landscape dominated by rugged, uneven terrain. 
Although the settlement had access to imported goods via trade and supply ships, the 
occupants may have needed locally grown resources for survival. With close proximity to 
fresh water from the quebradas, small house gardens may have been planted in the plaza 
area. On the other hand, explanations accompanying Cunningham’s 1743 survey of New 
Port Royal include notes about Augusta’s barracks and parade area. The field work 
conducted thus far has not allowed me to identify evidence for barracks, but the absence 
of artifacts in the plaza corresponds to the use of this area as a public space for military 
assemblies and processions. Since Augusta was designed as a military outpost to support 
English royalization efforts, a large staging area for the troops would have been 
necessary. The stratigraphic sequences and lack of artifacts documented from the plaza’s 
excavation units suggest that Augusta’s residents intentionally removed soil from the 
plaza to accommodate their needs for the space. New soil analyses would allow for an 
investigation into the existence of microbotanical remains such a pollen or starch grains. 
Questions remaining about the use of this space for cultivation or military activities could 
be clarified with further analyses and the collection of more soil samples.  
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 Finally, additional community outreach in the vicinity of New Port Royal and 
across the island of Roatán would be a valuable component in future research. Several 
local contacts have been made during our four field seasons on the island, but learning 
more about the terrain from those living along the harbor could help us locate additional 
structures and activity areas around Augusta and other potential sites for research.  
 
Relevance to Applied Anthropology 
 A unique and intriguing aspect of Augusta’s history revolves around its 
occupants. Historical records describe a gradual emergence of cooperative relations 
between English colonists and indigenous Miskitu peoples around the Bay of Honduras 
over the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The English Crown considered this 
alliance to be a valuable resource in its quest to compete for colonial territories and 
resources in the Americas. According to historical documents, the Miskitu became 
trading partners and neighbors of English colonists living along the Mosquito Coast and 
their leaders were referred to as kings who often adorned themselves with the accessories 
of English noblemen (Sloane 1707; M.W. 1744). But while descriptions of Miskitu 
allegiance to the English Crown exist in written records, only a limited number of 
archaeological inquiries into the material record left behind by these interactions has been 
undertaken. Prior to the research completed for this dissertation, a small number of earlier 
investigations were completed in the vicinity of New Port Royal harbor, but these 
projects did not include intensive archaeological methods. 
263 
 
 The primary objective for this research involves gaining a more in-depth 
understanding of daily life at the English settlement of Augusta than what has been 
provided in documentary evidence. Although the location of the site appears on 
eighteenth century survey maps of New Port Royal harbor and has been described in 
government papers, very little information exists about the daily routines of the people 
who built and maintained the settlement for approximately seven years during a period of 
escalated conflict between Spain and England, the War of Jenkins’ Ear. In this 
dissertation I move beyond general descriptions of the site by integrating both 
documentary and archaeological data about Augusta into my research. By using Orser’s 
(1992) concept of an agent-centered approach, the information unearthed at Augusta has 
led me to interrogate the material record for how objects and spaces were used, by whom 
and when. As Jordan and Schrire (2002: 241; see also Beaudry et al. 1991) note, 
“artifacts are not merely products but also instruments used by actors in the social 
system.” From this perspective, these findings support the argument that Amerindians 
actively participated in the production and practice of colonization, and that the historical 
records we have today—textual, visual, and archaeological—represent complex 
constructs of “native praxis” (Whitehead 1995), which resists the naturalization of 
colonialism as a Eurocentric force (Orser 2012). 
 Augusta’s settlement pattern reflects the interests of a defensive outpost rather 
than the economically-driven concerns of owner-laborer relations at sugar and coffee 
plantations. Whereas the enforcement of spatial segregation and controlled access to 
resources were used by English and Spanish planters to assert their economic and social 
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standing, the absence of such archaeological evidence at Augusta suggests that the 
defensive purpose for the settlement, and hasty timeframe within which it was 
constructed, allowed for alternative spatial arrangments and interactions to occur among 
its occupants. English officials selected New Port Royal for its natural defenses and 
restricted access into the harbor. English soliders, accompanied by their Miskitu allies, 
designed the fortifications and settlement according to English defense standards, but 
modified their design to accommodate the landscape and locally available resources. 
Archaeological data suggest  that structures associated with living quarters, storage 
facilities, and an assembly area were positioned to the north of informal defensive 
features, but within the overall perimeter of protection created by the natural landscape 
and the built environment. Permanent military fortifications built of stone were 
constructed on both sides of entrance into the harbor, while impermanent materials like 
bajareque were used to build smaller residential structures and storage facilities. Stone 
was also incorporated into less formal defensive structures like walls and look-out towers 
along the seaward side of Augusta where the remnants of English military uniforms, 
musket balls, and flintlock mechanisms from firearms were recovered.  
 The artifact assemblage, although dominated by imported European goods such as 
bottle glass, pipestems, and tin-glazed ceramics, includes a number of indigenous 
materials despite English royalization efforts. Residents recognized English sovereignty, 
as outlined in historical documents (Rolt 1749; Grant 2005), but they made choices to 
include non-European materials in their daily lives as shown in the archaeological record. 
The distribution patterns of construction materials and artifacts like bajareque, locally 
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produced ceramics, and grinding stone tools in relation to the overall spatial organization 
of the site do not indicate any pre-determined or deliberate plans for instituting a social 
hierarchy among the occupants. Although, as previously mentioned, a lack of evidence 
for segregation does not imply that Miskitu-English relations at Augusta were equal, the 
absence of such social markers across the landscape differentiate this settlement’s 
organization from other types of economic and military settlements found on other 
Caribbean islands.   
 Prior studies of the Encounter have focused almost exclusively on the 
consequences of Spanish interaction with indigenous populations of the Americas 
(Deagan 1987, 1998, 2003; Thomas 1989). This research is unique because it integrates 
documentary and archaeological evidence from Augusta to shed new light on the ways in 
which English settlers worked and lived alongside the Miskitu, an alternative approach to 
the colonization strategies of plantations, haciendas, and permanent fortifications that 
have been investigated in other parts of Mesoamerica and the Caribbean. Unlike the 
segregated settlement patterns identified in the spatial organization of those types of 
settlements, the occupants of Augusta appear to have lived in relatively close proximity 
to one another along the ridge crest above the harbor. However, I must note that an 
absence of residential segregation does not necessarily imply that English and Miskitu 
collaborated in daily activities. Moreover, I also lack any material indication of the 
presence of enslaved Africans in this community. 
 By focusing my dissertation on Augusta, specifically the people and 
circumstances surrounding its founding, I bring documentary and archaeological 
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evidence forward regarding the history and cultural heritage of the Bay Islands. Stonich’s 
(2000) discussion of recent comments made about the questionable identity of Bay 
Islanders highlights the importance of this research to Honduras and the local 
communities of Roatán. The complicated history of the islands contributes to the 
diversity found in their populations and to the difficulty of defining “who are the Bay 
Islanders?” (Stonich 2000:49). If the Honduran government does not consider them either 
“Honduran” or “indigenous,” or recognize their ancestral history, how can local 
populations recognize and preserve their past in the present? Stonich’s (2002) points 
resonate with McAnany and Park’s (2012:80) concept of heritage distancing, “the 
alienation of contemporary inhabitants of a landscape from the tangible remains or 
intangible practices of the past.” They believe that this separation of the present from the 
past can be addressed through engaged anthropological practices such as the Maya 
Project, an educational initiative focused on Maya cultures, past and present, among 
schoolchildren in the Copán Valley of Honduras.  McAnany and Park (2012), along with 
Schensul (2010), advocate for community-based research programs where local 
communities are involved in the construction, use, and dissemination of archaeological 
research. McAnany and Parks (2012:92) address the problem of heritage distancing in 
Honduras specifically where descendant communities have no “legislated rights” over 
remains from the past and often do not have access to archaeological findings.   
My research on Roatán was a collaborative effort between American and 
Honduran archaeologists from the University of South Florida and the Instituto 
Hondureño de Antropología e Historia. This partnership follows the lead of Schensul’s 
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(2010:309) description of university-engaged scholarship that calls for the use of research 
“to educate and to engage different publics in existing knowledge, and the production and 
use of knowledge.”  Such collaborations draw universities, research organizations, local 
communities, and other stakeholders together in long-term research initiatives that focus 
on local culture and history, include reciprocal educational relationships, and contribute 
to the larger body of scientific knowledge through joint publications and presentations 
(Schensul 2010:309).  
Documentary and archaeological data suggest that multifaceted relationships 
emerged among English and Miskitu populations around the Bay of Honduras. These 
interactions, like those proposed at Augusta, played a pivotal role in the effectiveness of 
English colonization and the Crown’s attempts to pursue its political and economic 
interests in the Caribbean. The greater goal of my research is to contribute to a deeper 
understanding among local Roatán communities of the value of the island’s historical and 
archaeological resources and to augment their understanding of local cultural heritage. 
While this research contributes to broader themes in culture contact studies by 
investigating the motivations and consequences of English colonization on the landscapes 
and peoples of the Americas, I attempt to enhance national and local knowledge of the 
ancestral heritage of Roatán Island by examining the legacy of the royalization process. 
The effects of royalization are relevant to discussions about the citizenship of Bay 
Islanders today. This research is applicable to dialogues about loyalty to the English 
Crown or the state of Honduras that contemporary populations of Roatan contend with 
today.  
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Figure A.1. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 2B, unit 1 
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Figure A.2. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 2D, unit 1 
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Figure A.3. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4A, units 1 and 2 
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Figure A.4. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4B, unit 1 
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Figure A.5. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4C, unit 1 
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Figure A.6. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4D, unit 1 
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Figure A.7. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4E, unit 1 
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Figure A.8. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4E, units 1 and 2 
 
297 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.9. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 4G unit 1 
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Figure A.10. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 5B, north wall 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.11. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 5B, south wall 
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Figure A.12. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 5D, east and west walls 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.13. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 5D, south wall 
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Figure A.14. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 5D, unit 5 
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Figure A.15. Plan view, Operation 6, units 2 and 3 
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Figure A.16. Plan view, Operation 6, units 4 and 5 
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Figure A.17. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 6B, units 1 and 2 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.18. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 6B, units 3, 4, and 5 
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Figure A.19. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 7A, units 1, 4, and 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.20. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 7A, units 5, 6, and 7 
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Figure A.21. Plan view, Operation 7A, units 1 and 2 
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Figure A.22. Plan view, Operation 7A, units 3 and 4 
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Figure A.23. Plan view, Operation 7A, units 5 and 6 
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Figure A.24. Plan view, Operation 7A, units 7 and 9 
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Figure A.25. Plan view, Operation 7A, unit 9 
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Figure A.26. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 8A, unit 1 
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Figure A.27. Stratigraphic profile, Operation 8A, unit 2 
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Figure B.1. Delftware sherds 
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Figure B.2. Blue on white delftware sherds 
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Figure B.3. Delftware and Staffordshire-type slipware sherds 
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Figure B.4. Delftware sherds and posset cup fragments 
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Figure B.5. Delftware, Chinese floral motif 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
318 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.6. Blue on white and polychrome delftware sherds 
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Figure B.7. Delftware, polychrome sherds 
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Figure B.8. Delftware, seated figure and fish motifs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure B.9. Coat button 
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Figure B.10. Glass bottle fragments 
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Figure B.11. Glass bottle neck fragments 
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Figure B.12. Glass candlestick and bottle neck 
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Figure B.13. Glass bottle necks and rims 
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Figure B.14. Glass bottle base 
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Figure B.15. Assorted metal fragments 
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Figure B.16. Tobacco pipe bowls 
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Figure B.17. Indigenous ground stone tool, mano 
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Figure B.18. Indigenous ground stone tool, metate 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 
CATALOGUE OF ARTIFACTS 
 
 
Q: Quantity 
 
W: Weight (g) 
 
H: Height (mm) 
 
D: Width (mm) 
 
T: Thickness (mm) 
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Op Sub Lot No Material Class Category Q W H D T
1 A 0 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.9 33.8 23 2.7
1 A 0 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.9 28.6 21.3 5.6
1 A 0 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 23.8 12.1 4.8
1 A 0 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 43.7 31.2 4.2
1 A 0 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.8 44.6 23.8 3.9
1 A 0 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 11.9 54.8 44.2 2.8
1 A 0 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 21.8 15.6 2.1
1 A 0 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 25.8 54.2 43 8.7
1 A 0 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.2 36.6 18.3 3.5
1 A 0 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.3 24.6 17.5 4.3
1 A 0 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 11.9 50.4 41.1 4.2
1 A 0 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 18.1 12.5 5.7
1 A 0 13 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 6.2 54.1 8.2 4.6
1 A 0 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.2 31.5 18.2 10.2
1 A 0 15 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.8 20.3 5.7 2.2
1 A 0 0 glass bottle fragment 45 465 0 0 0
1 A 0 16 glass bottle fragment 1 184.9 93.9 86.6 12
1 A 0 68 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.4 47 32.5 3.5
1 C 1 0 glass bottle fragment 39 908.9 0 0 0
1 C 1 1 ceramic pottery fragment 1 9.5 48.4 42.6 4.4
1 C 1 2 ceramic pottery fragment 1 19.1 48.3 35.7 9.5
1 C 1 3 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1.4 21.6 15.3 4.3
1 C 1 4 ceramic pottery fragment 1 2.6 29 23.4 2.8
1 C 1 5 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 1 12.7 14 3.4
1 C 1 0 earth bajareque fragment 38 611 0 0 0
1 C 1 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 8.7 0 0 0
1 C 1 6 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.4 31.3 8.1 2.4
1 C 1 7 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.4 9.3 5.4 2.4
1 C 1 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 11.3 14.5 2.6
2 A 0 0 glass bottle fragment 28 311.1 0 0 0
2 B 0 0 glass bottle fragment 27 252.9 0 0 0
2 B 0 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 14.5 14.4 5.5
2 B 1 0 glass bottle fragment 30 1211.4 0 0 0
2 B 2 18 glass bottle fragment 1 439.3 97 112 5.6
2 B 2 0 glass bottle fragment 7 83.6 0 0 0
2 B 3 0 glass bottle fragment 82 961.5 0 0 0
2 B 3 19 glass bottle fragment 1 112 93.5 84.7 5.4
2 B 3 20 glass bottle fragment 1 98.4 118 90.9 4.7
2 B 3 21 glass bottle fragment 1 36.3 55.4 32.7 4.4
2 B 3 22 earth bajareque fragment 1 45.3 54.4 28 26.5
2 B 3 23 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.8 15.7 7.1 2.2
332 
 
 
Op Sub Lot No Material Class Category Q W H D T
2 B 4 24 glass bottle fragment 1 98.5 104 49.8 5.8
2 B 4 25 glass bottle fragment 1 94.3 95.2 57.1 6.2
2 B 4 26 glass bottle fragment 1 73.6 66.1 35.3 5
2 B 4 27 glass bottle fragment 1 555 49.1 122 4.7
2 B 4 28 glass bottle fragment 1 443 52.4 123 4.2
2 B 4 29 glass bottle fragment 1 92.1 73 105 2.8
2 B 4 30 glass bottle fragment 1 83.5 80.5 110 4.4
2 B 4 0 glass bottle fragment 305 3698.7 0 0 0
2 C 0 0 glass bottle fragment 4 596.9 0 0 0
2 C 0 36 glass bottle fragment 1 281.8 40.1 89.6 6.5
3 A 0 31 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 27.8 66.7 51.1 6.1
3 A 0 32 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.7 28.6 23 6
3 A 0 33 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 32.1 20.5 2.3
3 A 0 34 glass other fragment 1 161.7 27.1 124 3.5
3 A 0 35 glass other fragment 1 73.2 42.9 47.1 2.1
3 A 0 0 glass bottle fragment 55 1262.7 0 0 0
3 A 0 37 shell marine shell unmodified 1 38.9 32.7 62.4 1.9
3 A 2 9 glass bottle fragment 1 18 27.3 25.3 3.9
3 A 2 10 glass bottle fragment 1 222 64.3 113 6.2
3 A 2 11 glass other fragment 1 46 35.3 36.7 5.8
3 A 2 12 glass bottle fragment 1 114 83.3 42.4 6
3 A 2 13 glass other fragment 1 167 120 21.3 6.2
3 A 2 14 glass other fragment 1 27 33.4 27 6.2
3 A 2 15 glass bottle fragment 1 107 84 44.1 5.9
3 A 2 16 glass other fragment 1 10 25.1 25.9 4.7
3 A 2 1 metal other fragment 1 106 275 28 4.1
3 A 2 2 glass bottle fragment 1 125.2 96.7 91.7 3.7
3 A 2 3 glass bottle fragment 1 77.7 79 31.6 5.4
3 A 2 4 glass bottle fragment 1 49.9 53.3 30.4 5.7
3 A 2 5 glass bottle fragment 1 29.9 35 49.7 3.5
3 A 2 6 glass bottle fragment 1 193.1 101 38.9 5.2
3 A 2 7 glass bottle fragment 1 588 47.1 117 6
3 A 2 8 glass bottle fragment 1 55 50.9 29.3 5.3
3 A 2 17 glass bottle fragment 1 220 40.9 120 12.7
3 A 2 18 glass bottle fragment 1 114 84.3 43.1 6.4
3 A 2 19 glass other fragment 1 15 26.5 55.2 3.9
3 A 2 20 glass bottle fragment 1 33 57.2 27.6 4.7
3 A 2 21 glass other fragment 1 14 10.8 38.3 3.3
3 A 2 22 glass bottle fragment 1 345 46.4 131 11.1
3 A 2 23 glass bottle fragment 1 727 59.7 123 4.7
3 A 2 24 glass bottle fragment 1 209 64.1 122 5.1
3 A 2 25 glass bottle fragment 1 233 60.3 117 4.8
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3 A 2 26 glass bottle fragment 1 41 40.9 82.4 6.5
3 A 2 27 glass other fragment 1 16 16.5 37 3.4
3 A 2 28 glass bottle fragment 1 47 58.8 74.5 4.8
3 A 2 29 glass other fragment 1 7 15 41 4.2
3 A 2 30 glass bottle fragment 1 15 43.2 26.4 2.8
3 A 2 31 glass bottle fragment 1 186 46.2 98.3 6.4
3 A 2 32 glass bottle fragment 1 93 35.4 119 7.8
3 A 2 33 glass bottle fragment 1 21 61 25.2 4.5
3 A 2 0 glass bottle fragment 408 10057 0 0 0
3 A 2 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 15.8 0 0 0
3 A 2 34 ceramic pottery potsherd 3 24.2 61.3 41.3 9.9
3 A 2 35 ceramic pottery potsherd 2 12.9 66.7 34.4 4.3
3 A 2 36 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 45.8 73.4 55.6 19.6
3 A 2 37 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 16.6 18.3 3.7
3 A 2 38 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 16.9 10.5 3.2
3 A 2 39 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 29.9 25 3.7
3 A 2 40 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 15.5 7.2 3.4
3 A 2 41 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 16.9 10.2 5
3 A 2 42 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 25.3 18.1 4.5
3 A 2 43 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 14.2 10.8 1.7
3 A 2 44 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 20.9 18.7 2.4
3 A 2 45 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.4 26.8 24.3 5.4
3 A 2 46 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.1 27 24.1 5.3
3 A 2 47 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 16.2 7.8 3.2
3 A 2 48 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.4 22.6 17.7 5.1
3 A 2 49 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.1 19.8 21.9 4.9
3 A 2 50 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 22.8 21.7 3.2
3 A 2 51 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.1 22.2 13.2 4.6
3 A 2 52 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 45.4 14.2 1.8
3 A 2 53 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.3 36.4 23.9 3.3
3 A 2 54 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.7 42.6 21.7 7.2
3 A 2 55 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.5 24.8 23.2 4.9
3 A 2 56 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 12.7 9.4 3.1
3 A 2 57 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 20 14.6 3.7
3 A 2 58 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4 32 18.2 8.9
3 A 2 59 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 23.5 20.8 2.5
3 A 2 60 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 21.4 64.2 41.1 5.2
3 A 2 61 ceramic pottery other ceramic 1 1.1 0 0 0
3 A 2 62 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 26.8 15.6 4.2
3 A 2 63 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.6 25.2 12.9 2.4
3 A 2 64 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 25.5 7.3 3.1
3 A 2 65 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 25.3 7.8 3.3
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3 A 2 66 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.1 38.8 7.1 2.6
3 A 2 67 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.4 49.6 8.2 3.4
3 A 2 68 metal other fragment 1 115 163 29.2 11.4
3 A 2 69 metal other fragment 1 68.3 116 38.8 9.1
3 A 2 70 metal other fragment 1 16.2 39.9 28.2 5.6
3 A 2 71 metal other fragment 1 11.2 28.5 27.1 5.9
3 A 2 72 unknown other other 1 11.3 63.6 28.7 13
3 A 2 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 16 0 0 0
3 A 2 73 earth brick fragment 1 37.7 64 30 18.3
3 A 2 74 earth brick fragment 1 941 115 95.5 45.4
3 A 2 75 earth brick fragment 1 259 71.5 61.4 40.2
3 A 2 76 earth brick fragment 1 240 76 42.6 56
3 A 2 77 earth brick fragment 1 513 102 51.4 49.9
3 A 2 78 earth brick fragment 1 159.2 71.2 46.2 30.8
3 A 2 79 earth brick fragment 1 366 65.5 60.4 45.7
3 A 2 80 earth brick fragment 1 299 64.4 54 42.5
3 A 2 81 earth brick fragment 1 178.5 61 53 40.9
3 A 2 82 earth brick fragment 1 13.3 29.3 23 16.4
3 A 2 83 earth brick fragment 1 141.4 60.7 58.2 32.9
3 A 2 84 earth brick fragment 1 985 122 99.2 55.9
3 A 2 85 earth brick fragment 1 872 106 86 42.6
3 A 2 86 earth brick fragment 1 558 87.6 85 48.2
3 A 2 87 earth brick fragment 1 303 76.5 52.6 39.6
3 A 2 88 earth brick fragment 1 226 62.3 45.3 49
3 A 2 89 earth brick fragment 1 778 89.5 93.4 52.1
3 A 2 90 earth brick fragment 1 366 88.1 51.6 51.8
3 A 2 91 earth brick fragment 1 1088 1324 142 43.5
3 A 2 92 earth brick fragment 1 721 93.1 93.8 48.1
3 A 2 93 earth brick fragment 1 946 121 88.6 51.1
3 B 0 0 glass bottle fragment 47 992.7 0 0 0
3 B 0 38 earth brick fragment 1 225 105 69.5 40.6
3 B 0 39 glass bottle fragment 1 0.4 15.3 10.7 1.1
3 B 0 40 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 17 11 5
3 B 0 41 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 19.4 15.6 5.7
3 B 0 42 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 16.9 56.1 20.9 12.2
3 B 2 0 glass bottle fragment 22 340.2 0 0 0
3 B 2 1 chipped stone quartzite blade 1 7.1 22.9 25.4 6.6
3 B 2 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.2 31.4 19.2 6.9
3 B 2 3 glass bottle fragment 1 107 101 32.3 4.9
3 B 2 4 glass bottle fragment 1 384 76.7 89.3 14.3
3 B 2 5 earth brick fragment 1 236 68.6 46.9 47.3
3 B 2 6 earth brick fragment 1 1198 159 110 47.4
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3 B 2 7 earth brick fragment 1 550 96.6 93.4 45.7
3 B 2 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 15.3 59.2 23.9 8.9
3 C 1 0 glass bottle fragment 23 367.6 0 0 0
3 C 1 1 earth brick fragment 1 730 90.3 123 55.7
3 C 1 2 ground stone other rock metate 1 630 115 113 33.4
3 D 1 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.3 8.2 25.7 4.1
3 D 1 2 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.7 8.6 37.1 3.3
3 D 1 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 4.1 47.2 2
3 D 1 4 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 7 16.8 2.9
3 D 1 5 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 7.1 24.2 2.8
3 D 1 6 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.8 7.1 42.1 2.7
3 D 1 7 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.1 7.4 34.8 3
3 D 1 8 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.8 9.8 26.8 2.9
3 D 1 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 5.9 32.1 1.8
3 D 1 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 5.9 24.1 2.2
3 D 1 11 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 7.2 22.6 2.7
3 D 1 12 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 6.4 26.2 2.4
3 D 1 13 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 4.1 9.3 37.4 3.5
3 D 1 14 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.6 6.8 46.9 1.8
3 D 1 15 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 6 26.1 2.1
3 D 1 16 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 8.5 16.8 4.9
3 D 1 17 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 4.6 8.3 53.1 3
3 D 1 18 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.5 7.1 20.8 3
3 D 1 19 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 6.8 25.6 2.6
3 D 1 20 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.2 4.7 40.9 1.5
3 D 1 21 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.8 8 11.5 2.7
3 D 1 22 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 4.1 7.4 42.8 2.6
3 D 1 23 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 7.1 26.1 3.1
3 D 1 24 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.5 6.9 53.2 2.4
3 D 1 25 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.8 8.5 26.3 4.9
3 D 1 26 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.6 7.2 34.8 2.7
3 D 1 27 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.7 5.5 19 1.8
3 D 1 28 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3 7.6 35.3 2.6
3 D 1 29 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 7.8 21.3 2.3
3 D 1 30 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.6 12.5 6.1 1.6
3 D 1 31 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 21.6 8.5 2.9
3 D 1 32 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 27.4 7.5 3.6
3 D 1 33 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2 29.1 7 3
3 D 1 34 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.2 35.1 6.6 3.2
3 D 1 35 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.4 43.5 7.5 2.1
3 D 1 36 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.7 28.1 16 4.9
3 D 1 37 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.8 22.2 12.5 3.4
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3 D 1 38 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.9 20.2 16.3 6.2
3 D 1 39 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.4 14.1 11 3
3 D 1 40 metal other fragment 1 4.8 28.3 20.4 2.3
3 D 1 41 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.5 26.4 9.1 6.1
3 D 1 42 metal nail indeterminate 1 8.9 47.8 9.2 6.2
3 D 1 43 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 22.6 7.1 5.5
3 D 1 44 metal nail fragment 1 4.7 46.8 12 7.4
3 D 1 45 metal other fragment 1 4.2 24.6 22.3 3.4
3 D 1 46 metal nail fragment 1 2.2 25.7 6.8 5.1
3 D 1 47 metal nail fragment 1 3.6 35.5 12 5.8
3 D 1 48 metal nail indeterminate 1 10.3 43.9 17 8.4
3 D 1 49 metal other fragment 1 15.8 43.9 35.1 3.2
3 D 1 50 metal nail indeterminate 1 15.9 71.7 11.7 6.5
3 D 1 51 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.9 36 11.1 5
3 D 1 52 metal nail indeterminate 1 10.1 39.4 12.2 5.9
3 D 1 53 metal nail indeterminate 1 12.3 47.6 9.6 9.3
3 D 1 54 metal other fragment 1 7.4 52.2 12.2 1.5
3 D 1 55 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.6 22.6 12.5 5.9
3 D 1 56 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 31.8 10.3 4.3
3 D 1 57 metal other fragment 1 0.7 18.8 11.8 0.7
3 D 1 58 metal other fragment 1 3.3 22.1 15.8 5
3 D 1 59 metal nail fragment 1 9.8 42 12.6 8.5
3 D 1 60 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.5 36.2 9.1 6.6
3 D 1 61 metal nail indeterminate 1 8 47.4 12.1 5.3
3 D 1 62 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 14.1 9.4 4.6
3 D 1 63 metal other other 1 105 58.4 18.5 15.6
3 D 1 64 metal other fragment 1 0.4 10.3 5.4 1.7
3 D 1 65 metal other fragment 1 2.4 15.6 15.6 4.2
3 D 1 66 metal nail fragment 1 4.6 33.7 9.3 5.8
3 D 1 67 metal nail fragment 1 3.6 33.4 7.6 7.6
3 D 1 68 metal other other 1 3.6 9 9 9
3 D 1 69 metal nail fragment 1 1.8 26.6 6.3 6.3
3 D 1 70 metal other fragment 1 0.9 25.9 4.7 1.5
3 D 1 71 metal other other 1 30.7 17.9 17.9 17.9
3 D 1 72 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 18.2 20.2 3.6
3 D 1 73 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 16.3 14.8 4.8
3 D 1 74 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 16.8 11 3.7
3 D 1 75 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 21.4 13.5 5.7
3 D 1 76 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 16.9 17.3 4.8
3 D 1 77 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 18.1 13.7 4.9
3 D 1 78 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 17.3 15.4 2.2
3 D 1 79 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 15.7 13.2 3.6
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3 D 1 80 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 17.8 9.3 3
3 D 1 81 shell marine shell fragment 1 0.6 19.2 7.9 4
3 D 1 82 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.7 31.1 23.7 4.4
3 D 1 83 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 13 11.8 2.4
3 D 1 84 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 19.6 17.3 4.5
3 D 1 85 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 20.9 16.9 2.9
3 D 1 86 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 19.6 16.4 3
3 D 1 87 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.9 29.5 18 3.1
3 D 1 88 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 15.1 12.9 4.6
3 D 1 89 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 19.3 12.7 6.1
3 D 1 90 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 17.3 8.2 6.9
3 D 1 91 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.1 34.8 25.9 5.2
3 D 1 92 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 15.9 57.9 50.2 3.5
3 D 1 93 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 20.6 18.8 2.8
3 D 1 94 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 16.7 15.2 3.8
3 D 1 95 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 10.7 10.7 2.1
3 D 1 96 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 29.1 16.1 4.6
3 D 1 97 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.3 33.8 33.9 5.3
3 D 1 98 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.9 26.8 20.1 4.2
3 D 1 99 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14 42 39.5 16.2
3 D 1 100 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6 37.4 32.3 5.9
3 D 1 101 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 45.3 71 66.2 17.8
3 D 1 102 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 24 64.4 45.9 9.9
3 D 1 103 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 21.2 65 40 6.9
3 D 1 104 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 28.9 70.6 55.6 4.5
3 D 1 105 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 17 74.9 41.6 5.6
3 D 1 106 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 12.9 49.4 50 3.4
3 D 1 107 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8 33.8 36 6.7
3 D 1 108 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.6 44.2 26.6 33.4
3 D 1 109 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.6 45.7 34.7 5.3
3 D 1 110 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 7.7 32.6 29.9 7.5
3 D 1 111 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.5 30.7 21.4 5.4
3 D 1 112 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.3 40.2 39.9 5.3
3 D 1 113 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.9 28.2 21.6 4.1
3 D 1 114 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 27.2 22.2 5.5
3 D 1 115 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.5 34.6 28.6 5.9
3 D 1 116 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.7 39 40.9 3.2
3 D 1 117 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.1 26 15.8 4.8
3 D 1 118 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.8 31.5 16.3 5.4
3 D 1 119 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.6 28.2 19.3 5.9
3 D 1 120 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 22.3 16 3.81
3 D 1 121 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.4 39.1 32.6 4.7
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3 D 1 122 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 24.1 19.8 3.4
3 D 1 123 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 27.7 25.3 4.3
3 D 1 124 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.5 37 29.8 6.1
3 D 1 125 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 21.7 18.9 2.9
3 D 1 126 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 16.7 14 5.5
3 D 1 127 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 13.2 15.4 4.9
3 D 1 128 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 27.7 25 4
3 D 1 129 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.3 33.1 19.6 3.8
3 D 1 130 shell marine shell fragment 1 3.2 31.8 27.7 1.8
3 D 1 131 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.5 30.8 27.2 4.2
3 D 1 132 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.3 39 26.9 6.7
3 D 1 133 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.1 24.9 27.1 23.4
3 D 1 134 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 22.1 15.8 3.2
3 D 1 135 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 7.5 36.7 12.4 11.2
3 D 1 136 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.4 23.7 22.5 2.8
3 D 1 137 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.3 27.9 23.7 2.7
3 D 1 138 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 33.5 23.9 1.6
3 D 1 139 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 23.6 16.7 2.1
3 D 1 140 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 13.6 8.9 3.5
3 D 1 141 shell marine shell fragment 1 1.4 26.6 14.4 3.1
3 D 1 142 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 5.1 42 20.8 4.4
3 D 1 143 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 16.9 21 5.5
3 D 1 144 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.3 31.7 27 1.5
3 D 1 145 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 17.5 14.7 4
3 D 1 146 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 23.5 22.2 3
3 D 1 147 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 20 15.5 3.6
3 D 1 148 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 21.2 19.8 3.9
3 D 1 149 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 16.7 17 3.7
3 D 1 150 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 13.2 39.3 35.9 8.7
3 D 1 151 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 26.2 14.4 6.7
3 D 1 152 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.1 35.9 17.4 4.7
3 D 1 153 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 25 16.6 4.5
3 D 1 154 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 11.3 10.5 3.7
3 D 1 155 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 11.6 10.9 4.7
3 D 1 156 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 12.8 9.6 3.8
3 D 1 157 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.1 9.9 6.8 3.8
3 D 1 158 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 25 18.7 2.6
3 D 1 159 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 22.5 16.7 4.1
3 D 1 160 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 17.1 9.4 3.8
3 D 1 161 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 30 23 3.6
3 D 1 162 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 13.2 51.6 32 3.9
3 D 1 163 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.3 30.6 26.1 3.6
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3 D 1 164 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.4 24.1 22.1 2.5
3 D 1 165 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 25.6 13.8 2.4
3 D 1 166 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 19.2 7.2 2.2
3 D 1 168 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 25.2 19.9 1.9
3 D 1 169 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 22.3 20.5 3.7
3 D 1 170 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 27 22.8 5.2
3 D 1 171 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 20.7 18.1 2.7
3 D 1 172 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 22.8 18.8 3.1
3 D 1 173 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 20.9 10 4.2
3 D 1 174 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.8 30.8 20.7 3.3
3 D 1 175 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 16.6 8.1 6.1
3 D 1 176 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 12.2 11.1 2.3
3 D 1 177 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 14.8 13.5 5.7
3 D 1 178 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 13.3 12.9 6.1
3 D 1 179 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 19.7 19.1 3.2
3 D 1 180 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 12.5 9.7 3.5
3 D 1 181 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 18.5 10.1 1.7
3 D 1 182 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 15.4 12.1 3.7
3 D 1 183 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 20 8.3 4.9
3 D 1 184 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 18.5 19.3 3.5
3 D 1 185 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 12.2 12.5 4.1
3 D 1 186 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 13.6 12.6 2.2
3 D 1 187 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 20.4 19.2 2.1
3 D 1 188 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 13.8 11.8 3.1
3 D 1 189 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 16.7 13.2 2.2
3 D 1 190 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 19.6 15 3
3 D 1 191 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 8.5 6.9 3.2
3 D 1 192 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.2 11 7.9 3.4
3 D 1 193 ceramic pottery fragment 1 0.2 10.9 7.8 3.6
3 D 1 194 ceramic pottery fragment 1 0.7 20.3 13.9 3.7
3 D 1 195 ceramic pottery fragment 1 0.8 15 14.8 3.6
3 D 1 196 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1.1 31.8 16.7 3
3 D 1 197 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1.2 23.5 12.2 4
3 D 1 198 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1.9 24.6 16.9 5.3
3 D 1 199 ceramic pottery fragment 1 0.2 7.2 8.5 2.1
3 D 1 200 ceramic pottery fragment 1 10.1 32.7 29.4 8.5
3 D 1 201 ceramic pottery fragment 1 3.2 20.8 17.1 8.3
3 D 1 202 ceramic pottery fragment 1 5.6 24.5 17.7 7.3
3 D 1 203 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1.2 23.9 14.1 3.5
3 D 1 204 ceramic pottery fragment 1 4.1 34.8 20.1 5.4
3 D 1 205 ceramic pottery fragment 1 0.6 16.9 8.9 2.1
3 D 1 206 ceramic pottery other ceramic 1 5.5 0 0 0
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3 D 1 0 shell marine shell fragment 4 11.9 0 0 0
3 D 1 0 earth bajareque fragment 26 83.7 0 0 0
3 D 1 0 glass bottle fragment 435 1589.6 0 0 0
3 D 1 207 glass bottle fragment 1 122.2 102 34.1 5
3 D 1 208 glass bottle fragment 1 85.7 74.5 32.9 5.8
3 D 1 209 glass bottle fragment 1 23.5 45.7 25.7 4.6
3 D 1 210 glass bottle fragment 1 7.8 16.5 30.6 1.5
3 D 1 211 metal other other 1 30.7 17 17 17
3 D 2 0 glass bottle fragment 66 510.8 0 0 0
3 D 2 1 glass bottle fragment 1 66 79.6 33.6 4.1
3 D 2 2 glass other fragment 1 8 19.4 39 6.3
3 D 2 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 3 0 0 0
3 D 2 3 metal other fragment 1 8 30.2 36.2 8.1
3 D 2 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 14 36.6 14.4 7.8
3 D 2 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 10 52.6 17.9 11.2
3 D 2 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 30.9 7.9 6.5
3 D 2 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 37.5 8.6 7.1
3 D 2 8 metal other fragment 1 4 18.8 16.3 4.3
3 D 2 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2 20 7.6 3.2
3 D 2 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 4 42.8 8.4 4.2
3 D 2 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 35 49.9 71.5 6.7
3 D 2 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 20.4 12.5 3.4
3 D 2 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 14.8 17.7 3.6
3 D 2 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4 24.7 29.7 3.8
3 D 2 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 18.5 28.5 3.9
3 D 2 16 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 22.7 27.9 2
3 D 2 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 11 27.9 37.1 6.6
3 D 2 18 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 15 27.7 4.6
3 D 2 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 19.9 29.6 2.7
3 D 2 20 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 8.4 11.5 3.1
3 D 2 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 19.2 29.2 2.2
3 D 2 24 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 23.9 19.5 5.4
3 D 2 25 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 26.9 15.5 4.6
3 D 2 26 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 26.4 10.4 2.2
3 D 2 27 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 28 21.8 3.6
3 D 2 28 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 10.2 13 3.2
3 D 2 29 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 13.8 15.1 4
3 D 2 30 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 17.3 9.5 3.6
3 D 2 31 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 13.1 22.2 4.4
3 D 2 32 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 31.4 17.1 6.3
3 D 2 33 metal other other 1 30 17.5 17.5 17.5
3 D 2 34 ceramic pottery fragment 2 0.4 0 0 0
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3 D 3 0 glass bottle fragment 26 164.5 0 0 0
3 D 3 0 shell marine shell fragment 2 5.7 0 0 0
3 D 3 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.4 37.4 10.8 5.7
3 D 3 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 18.6 12.5 7.6
3 D 3 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.4 35.5 13.4 6.4
3 D 3 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 42.4 8.7 4.9
3 D 3 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.1 20.3 9.2 4.3
3 D 3 6 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 18.1 8.4 3.6
3 D 3 7 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 30.8 6.6 3.6
3 D 3 8 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.1 29.5 7.6 3.5
3 D 3 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 31.9 6.5 3.7
3 D 3 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 15.4 41.1 33.7 6.2
3 D 3 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.7 20.9 31.8 4.3
3 D 3 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.9 33.9 24.5 4.9
3 D 3 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.2 19.5 27.5 7.6
3 D 3 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 7.7 26.1 2.4
3 D 3 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 20 6.3 2
3 D 3 16 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 24.5 19 2.3
3 D 4 0 glass bottle fragment 16 103.3 0 0 0
3 D 4 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 1.6 0 0 0
3 D 4 0 shell marine shell indeterminate 1 0.6 0 0 0
3 D 4 20 ceramic pottery other ceramic 1 0.1 0 0 0
3 D 4 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.9 32.1 23.7 6.4
3 D 4 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 19.2 14.4 5.1
3 D 4 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 14.2 15.7 2.4
3 D 4 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.1 7.3 6.3 5.3
3 D 4 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 16.5 15.2 4.6
3 D 4 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 7.8 11.7 5.7
3 D 4 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.2 17.3 26.3 3.1
3 D 4 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.5 13.6 17.8 6.2
3 D 4 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.1 36.6 41.7 2.5
3 D 4 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 16.9 19.4 3
3 D 4 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 12.2 20.6 5.1
3 D 4 12 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 5.5 46 9.1 3.6
3 D 4 13 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.2 43.4 6.9 2.6
3 D 4 14 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 28.1 6.9 3
3 D 4 15 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 23.7 7.9 3.3
3 D 4 16 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 20.8 7.9 2.6
3 D 4 17 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.5 18 7.9 3.7
3 D 4 18 metal other fragment 1 1.2 21 14.7 2
3 D 4 19 metal nail fragment 1 2.1 27.1 8.9 6.3
3 D 5 0 glass bottle fragment 162 652 0 0 0
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3 D 5 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 2 22.4 0 0 0
3 D 5 46 ceramic pottery other ceramic 6 0.8 0 0 0
3 D 5 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 12.9 55.1 57.3 3
3 D 5 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 18.6 28.2 1.8
3 D 5 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.2 23.5 29.6 3.8
3 D 5 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.2 20.3 27.6 5
3 D 5 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 12.4 18 5.1
3 D 5 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 28.1 32.5 2
3 D 5 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 16.2 12 3
3 D 5 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 13.3 17.1 2.8
3 D 5 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.9 25 56.5 6.6
3 D 5 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 8 12.7 3.3
3 D 5 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.3 22.2 26.6 5.2
3 D 5 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 14.7 13 5.5
3 D 5 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 5.3 31.4 2.8
3 D 5 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 6.6 12.4 3
3 D 5 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 14.9 10.8 5
3 D 5 16 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 8.3 23.1 3.5
3 D 5 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 9.4 14.5 4.7
3 D 5 18 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.3 39.7 37.8 4.6
3 D 5 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 14.5 21.5 6
3 D 5 20 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 10.8 32.2 3.5
3 D 5 21 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 8.4 20.4 6.4
3 D 5 22 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 11.3 15.2 3.7
3 D 5 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 14.2 19.3 3.3
3 D 5 24 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 12.4 24.4 3.6
3 D 5 25 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 13.5 14 4.4
3 D 5 26 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 20.9 10.1 3
3 D 5 27 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 26.4 45.9 45.1 6.8
3 D 5 28 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14.4 59 39.3 6
3 D 5 29 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.1 29.6 19.6 7.5
3 D 5 30 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 8.8 12.6 3.4
3 D 5 31 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 26.1 16 6
3 D 5 32 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.5 38.4 7.3 2.3
3 D 5 33 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 42.7 6.2 2.8
3 D 5 34 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.6 37.2 8 3.7
3 D 5 35 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 19.7 6.6 2.6
3 D 5 36 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 21.1 7.8 2.9
3 D 5 37 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.4 30 7.5 3.8
3 D 5 38 metal other fragment 1 2.9 8.8 34.1 3.7
3 D 5 39 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.7 46.8 17.3 5.9
3 D 5 40 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.3 12.9 4 4.6
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3 D 5 41 metal nail fragment 1 5.4 36.7 10.6 7.6
3 D 5 42 metal nail fragment 1 12 71.4 15.9 8.2
3 D 5 43 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.6 28.6 11.6 7.8
3 D 5 44 metal other fragment 1 5.9 22.6 26 3.2
3 D 5 45 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.1 19.9 12.2 7.4
3 D 6 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 15.1 42.4 44.2 6.2
3 D 6 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14.3 40.2 32.6 8.7
3 D 6 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 7.7 37.6 29 6.1
3 D 6 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.2 40.6 31.2 6
3 D 6 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.2 19.9 24.3 4.8
3 D 6 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.1 27 34 4.5
3 D 6 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 8 17.1 3.6
3 D 6 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 23.4 8.6 3.6
3 D 6 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.9 26.4 14.9 4.7
3 D 6 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 19.3 27.3 2.4
3 D 6 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 20 17.8 2.9
3 D 6 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 19.5 17.5 6.1
3 D 6 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 16.5 18.2 2.6
3 D 6 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 30.2 17.9 3.4
3 D 6 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 22.4 14 3.6
3 D 6 16 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 17 17.2 3.9
3 D 6 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 20.3 18 4.1
3 D 6 18 metal other fragment 1 0.7 16.7 12.2 2.7
3 D 6 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 18.6 11.9 4.2
3 D 6 20 metal other fragment 1 0.4 6 13.1 3
3 D 6 21 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 19.4 15.3 4.3
3 D 6 22 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 13.7 10.1 4.8
3 D 6 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 12.1 12.2 2.5
3 D 6 24 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 17.9 10.2 3.2
3 D 6 25 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 10.8 7.8 3.3
3 D 6 26 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.2 27.6 15.3 3
3 D 6 27 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.2 28.4 6.7 2.7
3 D 6 28 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.1 33.5 7.3 3.1
3 D 6 29 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.2 28 7.8 3.6
3 D 6 30 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.2 22.9 6.6 2.2
3 D 6 31 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.4 18.5 4.5 2
3 D 6 32 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.8 15.4 7.3 2.5
3 D 6 33 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.9 14.3 7.3 3.2
3 D 6 34 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 24.4 22.3 6.4
3 D 6 35 glass bottle fragment 1 8 26.8 42.1 4.2
3 D 6 36 earth brick fragment 1 420 72.2 80.8 51.9
3 D 6 0 glass bottle fragment 75 246.1 0 0 0
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3 D 7 0 glass bottle fragment 42 156 0 0 0
3 D 7 0 chipped stone other modified 1 2.3 0 0 0
3 D 7 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 10.9 42.5 23.7 1.9
3 D 7 2 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.3 46.6 6.6 2.6
3 D 7 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 27 6.7 2.2
3 D 7 4 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1 24.3 6.4 2.1
3 D 7 5 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 31.7 17.1 2.1
3 D 7 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 31.7 8.7 7
3 D 7 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 10.2 39.8 29.6 5.1
3 D 7 8 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 15.3 13.7 5
3 D 7 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 20.4 19.7 3.4
3 D 7 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.3 31.9 17.6 7.6
3 D 7 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 18 19 2.1
3 D 7 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 21.1 16.7 3.9
3 D 7 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 21.8 10.3 2.4
3 D 8 0 glass bottle fragment 68 330.4 0 0 0
3 D 8 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.7 28.6 10.9 6
3 D 8 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.6 40.4 10.5 6.2
3 D 8 3 metal nail fragment 1 0.6 17.6 6.2 2.9
3 D 8 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.8 20.1 5 2.6
3 D 8 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.8 13.6 5.7 3.3
3 D 8 6 metal nail fragment 1 0.2 15.2 3.4 1.3
3 D 8 7 metal nail fragment 1 0.6 14.4 6.3 4.5
3 D 8 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 21.4 11.6 3.9
3 D 8 9 metal other fragment 1 30.6 41.1 31.4 8.3
3 D 8 10 metal other indeterminate 1 2.3 7.8 7.8 7.8
3 D 8 11 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 36.2 5.2 2.1
3 D 8 12 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 18.2 7 2.1
3 D 8 13 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.5 12.5 5.8 2.1
3 D 8 14 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.3 11.5 5.2 1.6
3 D 8 15 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 17.3 8 2.6
3 D 8 16 ceramic pottery other ceramic 16 1.5 0 0 0
3 D 8 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 15.6 9.9 4.6
3 D 8 18 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 15.5 9.3 3.1
3 D 8 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 16.7 10.4 3.9
3 D 8 20 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 13.8 13.7 3.2
3 D 8 21 ceramic pottery potsherd 5 37.8 160 106 7.6
3 D 8 22 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.6 44.8 28 3.3
3 D 8 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14.6 40.3 40.7 3.8
3 D 8 24 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 10.5 44.9 55.2 2
3 D 8 25 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.7 42.6 18.9 2.8
3 D 8 26 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 26.7 11.8 4.3
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3 D 8 27 ceramic pottery potsherd 3 12.1 29.1 43 3.5
3 D 8 28 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 23.9 11.9 3.3
3 D 8 29 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 26.3 9.2 2
3 D 8 30 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 9.9 6.9 3.9
3 D 8 31 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 19.6 9.1 2.7
3 D 8 32 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 17.4 16.3 3.7
3 D 8 33 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.2 17.5 11.8 5.4
3 D 8 34 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 13.7 12.4 2.7
3 D 8 35 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 11.9 12.1 1.7
3 D 8 36 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.5 22.2 18.4 4.9
3 D 8 37 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 16.4 10.7 4
3 D 8 38 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 22.9 14.5 6.5
3 D 8 0 ceramic pottery potsherd 10 3.3 0 0 0
3 D 8 40 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 21.7 14.1 5.1
3 D 8 41 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.9 28.2 17.9 6.5
3 D 8 42 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.6 36.2 15.7 4.8
3 D 9 0 glass bottle fragment 9 80.3 0 0 0
3 D 9 1 ceramic pottery other ceramic 21 4 0 0 0
3 D 9 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 3.6 0 0 0
3 D 9 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 7 36 9.5 8.3
3 D 9 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.9 32.2 5.1 4.7
3 D 9 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 19 57.6 8.4 9
3 D 9 5 metal other fragment 1 144.5 233 21.9 7
3 D 9 6 ceramic pipestem fragment 2 0.4 17.4 4.4 1.6
3 D 9 7 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 23.1 8.5 2.7
3 D 9 8 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.5 33.5 7.9 2.7
3 D 9 9 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.1 10.8 4.1 3.2
3 D 9 10 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 13.3 9.5 2.9
3 D 9 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.1 47.4 22.7 3.8
3 D 9 12 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 8.1 40 22.6 6.2
3 D 9 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 37.4 84.8 67.2 4.7
4 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 7 67.2 0 0 0
4 A 1 0 earth bajareque other 36 412.4 0 0 0
4 A 1 0 coral other marine other 8 26.2 0 0 0
4 A 1 43 coral other marine other 5 14.2 29.1 19.9 15.9
4 A 3 0 earth bajareque other 6 81.4 0 0 0
4 A 3 0 glass bottle fragment 6 23.3 0 0 0
4 A 4 0 glass bottle fragment 1 4.2 0 0 0
4 A 4 0 earth bajareque other 29 758.9 0 0 0
4 A 4 0 coral other marine other 21 299.9 0 0 0
4 A 4 0 coral other marine other 13 224.1 0 0 0
4 A 4 45 metal nail other tool 1 18.9 64.9 10.8 9
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4 A 5 0 glass bottle fragment 3 55.7 0 0 0
4 A 5 0 coral other marine other 3 3.5 0 0 0
4 A 5 0 earth bajareque other 18 384.9 0 0 0
4 A 5 44 carbon other other 1 10.1 0 0 0
4 B 1 0 glass bottle fragment 20 93.2 0 0 0
4 B 1 0 earth bajareque other 560 5820.3 0 0 0
4 B 1 46 metal nail other tool 1 38.7 28.1 9 7.3
4 E 1 0 coral other marine other 4 2 0 0 0
4 E 1 0 earth bajareque other 22 100.2 0 0 0
4 E 2 0 coral other marine other 3 10.5 0 0 0
4 E 2 0 earth bajareque other 11 19.9 0 0 0
4 E 2 47 earth plaster other 1 5.4 26.3 18 15.7
4 E 3 0 earth bajareque fragment 9 69.2 0 0 0
4 E 3 0 glass bottle fragment 1 0.4 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 earth brick other 13 1215.4 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 earth bajareque other 129 376.3 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 coral other marine other 68 154.3 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 glass bottle fragment 1 1.9 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 earth plaster other 36 45 0 0 0
4 E 4 0 shell other other 1 0.4 0 0 0
4 E 4 48 earth brick other 1 460 159 79.6 51.7
4 E 4 0 earth brick other 74 1087.4 0 0 0
4 E 4 49 metal nail other tool 1 8.9 57.9 6.1 2.9
4 G 1 0 glass bottle fragment 5 101.9 0 0 0
4 G 1 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 3 20.7 0 0 0
5 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 3 288.5 0 0 0
5 A 2 0 glass bottle fragment 7 57.8 0 0 0
5 A 2 54 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 20 14.5 3.7
5 A 3 55 glass bottle fragment 1 144.5 86.6 90.5 1.4
5 A 5 56 ground stone other rock other 1 61.4 85.5 69.9 45.4
5 A 7 0 glass bottle fragment 11 237.6 0 0 0
5 A 8 0 glass bottle fragment 24 871.9 0 0 0
5 A 9 0 glass bottle fragment 5 134.2 0 0 0
5 A 10 0 glass bottle fragment 7 361.4 0 0 0
5 A 12 0 glass bottle fragment 7 267.5 0 0 0
5 A 13 0 glass bottle fragment 55 2113.3 0 0 0
5 A 13 57 glass bottle fragment 1 68.9 78.1 52.1 10.9
5 A 13 58 glass other fragment 1 36.5 68.9 28.6 5.9
5 A 14 0 glass bottle fragment 34 676.6 0 0 0
5 A 14 59 glass other fragment 1 8.1 37.3 23.2 6.6
5 A 15 0 glass bottle fragment 27 363.2 0 0 0
5 A 15 60 glass other fragment 1 75.4 39.5 55.5 21.9
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5 A 15 61 metal other other 1 80.2 139 14.8 2.8
5 A 18 0 glass bottle fragment 83 1906.1 0 0 0
5 A 18 62 glass other other 1 4.4 22.3 14.4 5.7
5 A 19 0 glass bottle fragment 51 1649.4 0 0 0
5 A 19 63 metal other other 1 210 125 114 10.2
5 A 20 0 glass bottle fragment 56 1151.5 0 0 0
5 A 23 0 glass bottle fragment 3 179.4 0 0 0
5 A 23 64 metal other other 1 7.5 160 12.4 0.9
5 A 24 0 glass bottle fragment 24 941.6 0 0 0
5 A 24 65 glass bottle fragment 1 32.3 43.7 31.8 4.3
5 A 25 0 glass bottle fragment 12 379.9 0 0 0
5 A 33 66 metal other other 1 114.1 78.7 62.8 9.5
5 A 35 0 glass bottle fragment 1 5.7 0 0 0
5 A 43 0 glass bottle fragment 1 4.7 0 0 0
5 A 45 0 glass bottle fragment 1 5.3 0 0 0
5 A 48 0 glass bottle fragment 4 137.5 0 0 0
5 A 50 0 glass bottle fragment 64 2198.4 0 0 0
5 B 2 0 glass bottle fragment 10 23.9 0 0 0
5 B 2 50 metal nail other tool 1 21.2 63.4 24.4 12.7
5 B 3 0 glass bottle fragment 3 13.4 0 0 0
5 B 4 0 glass bottle fragment 51 347.1 0 0 0
5 B 4 51 ceramic pipestem fragment 2 3.5 53.3 7.1 3.6
5 B 5 0 glass bottle fragment 28 173.9 0 0 0
5 B 5 52 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 9.6 64.9 34.3 4.3
5 B 5 53 metal nail other tool 1 1.7 30.6 5.5 3.1
5 B 6 0 glass bottle fragment 2 3 0 0 0
5 B 7 0 glass bottle fragment 3 7.9 0 0 0
5 B 8 0 glass bottle fragment 32 195.5 0 0 0
5 C 0 0 glass bottle fragment 3 100.4 0 0 0
5 C 1 0 earth bajareque fragment 41 715.8 0 0 0
5 C 1 1 glass bottle fragment 1 17.5 33.9 31.4 6
5 C 1 2 glass bottle fragment 1 115.8 99.8 55.3 4.9
5 C 1 0 coral other marine fragment 1 540 0 0 0
5 C 1 9 glass bottle fragment 1 52.9 55 75.4 9.6
5 C 1 0 glass bottle fragment 223 4863.1 0 0 0
5 C 1 0 earth plaster fragment 1 4.8 0 0 0
5 C 2 1 metal other fragment 1 21.1 107 24.3 3.2
5 C 2 0 glass bottle fragment 112 1635.8 0 0 0
5 C 2 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 137.8 0 0 0
5 C 2 0 earth bajareque fragment 13 273.8 0 0 0
5 D 1 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 15.7 15 1.36
5 D 1 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.4 26.4 14.7 2.25
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5 D 1 0 glass bottle fragment 74 412.6 0 0 0
5 D 1 3 glass bottle fragment 1 254 35.2 123 10.7
5 D 1 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 97.9 64 109 3.7
5 D 1 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 36.3 34.1 48.8 4.4
5 D 1 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.5 16.5 20.7 3.3
5 D 1 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.5 14 19.6 2.6
5 D 2 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 9.7 9 3
5 D 3 0 glass bottle fragment 129 503.7 0 0 0
5 D 3 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 2.5 0 0 0
5 D 3 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 18.5 19.8 2.4
5 D 3 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 18.5 27.9 3
5 D 4 0 glass bottle fragment 38 121.6 0 0 0
5 D 4 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 0.8 0 0 0
5 D 4 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.5 27.6 20 1.9
5 D 4 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 3 0.8 0 0 0
5 D 4 3 metal other fragment 1 4.3 46.5 10.2 7.4
5 D 4 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1 19.6 15.3 4.4
5 D 4 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 19.1 19.7 2.7
5 D 4 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 14.4 19.5 1.4
5 D 4 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 10.3 10.9 1.6
5 D 5 0 glass bottle fragment 38 169.8 0 0 0
5 D 5 0 mineral other rock other 74 3.6 0 0 0
5 D 6 0 glass bottle fragment 34 222.5 0 0 0
5 D 7 40 glass bottle fragment 1 40.4 38.4 58.9 6.3
5 D 7 0 glass bottle fragment 971 9037 0 0 0
5 D 7 1 bone other indeterminate 1 1.2 8 14.3 14.3
5 D 7 2 glass bottle fragment 1 40.5 64.6 26.8 5.6
5 D 7 3 metal other indeterminate 1 9.9 55.1 21.4 3.3
5 D 7 4 metal other indeterminate 1 4 9.4 11.1 11.1
5 D 7 5 metal other indeterminate 1 0.4 3.9 3.9 3.9
5 D 7 6 metal other indeterminate 1 31.5 18.4 18.4 18.4
5 D 7 7 metal other indeterminate 1 29.9 17.4 17.4 17.4
5 D 7 8 metal other indeterminate 1 30.8 18.4 18.4 18.4
5 D 7 9 metal other indeterminate 1 31.3 18.2 18.2 18.2
5 D 7 10 metal other indeterminate 1 31.5 18.9 18.9 18.9
5 D 7 11 glass bottle fragment 1 2.5 15.3 12.4 1.6
5 D 7 0 mineral other rock indeterminate 10 1.8 0 0 0
5 D 7 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 10 1137.4 0 0 0
5 D 7 12 metal nail indeterminate 1 14.5 35.6 17.9 13.4
5 D 7 13 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 14.5 8.9 3.6
5 D 7 14 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 19.6 8.3 2
5 D 7 15 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.4 33.8 10.7 4.2
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5 D 7 16 metal other indeterminate 1 0.4 4.9 5.5 5.5
5 D 7 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 14.6 12.3 2.2
5 D 7 18 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 10.2 10.7 2.9
5 D 7 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 13.4 16.9 5
5 D 7 20 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 25 14.5 2.7
5 D 7 21 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 16.5 15.2 3
5 D 7 22 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 16.1 15.8 5
5 D 7 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.1 10.4 7.7 2.2
5 D 7 24 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.8 20.6 12.8 4.2
5 D 7 25 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3 28.1 14.1 5.2
5 D 7 26 glass bottle fragment 1 89.6 79.7 50.6 5.3
5 D 7 27 metal other indeterminate 1 0.3 3.9 3.9 3.9
5 D 7 28 bone other indeterminate 1 7.9 34.3 16.2 10.8
5 D 7 41 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14 35.3 42.5 9.6
5 D 7 29 glass bottle fragment 1 26.6 57.9 31 5.8
5 D 7 30 glass bottle fragment 1 30.4 78 31.9 6.3
5 D 7 31 glass bottle fragment 1 118 95.5 37.9 5.3
5 D 7 32 glass bottle fragment 1 9.3 41.4 28.4 7.9
5 D 7 33 glass bottle fragment 1 18.7 46.3 30.8 7.2
5 D 7 34 glass bottle fragment 1 232 50 91.4 7.6
5 D 7 35 glass bottle fragment 1 222 53.9 70.1 13.1
5 D 7 38 metal other other 1 0.3 4.2 4.2 4.2
5 D 7 0 metal other other 14 29.4 0 0 0
5 D 7 36 glass bottle fragment 1 503 59 124 4.5
5 D 7 37 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.7 21.1 12.9 6.3
5 D 7 39 metal other other 1 1.8 13.3 15.5 5.5
5 D 7 0 earth plaster fragment 1 1 0 0 0
5 D 8 0 glass bottle fragment 549 3106.6 0 0 0
5 D 8 0 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.2 20.5 17.9 12.2
5 D 8 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 12.6 16.6 3
5 D 8 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 8.9 12.4 4.5
5 D 8 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.7 13.9 12.7 2.2
5 D 8 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 9.2 10.5 4.6
5 D 8 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.3 17.9 31.1 4.6
5 D 8 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 13.7 35.2 50.4 3.4
5 D 8 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 10 1.1 0 0 0
5 D 8 8 glass bottle fragment 1 52.4 73.9 32.8 8.2
5 D 8 9 glass bottle fragment 1 68.4 92.7 31.3 6.9
5 D 8 10 glass bottle fragment 1 46.6 76.1 32.5 8.3
5 D 8 11 glass bottle fragment 1 66.4 73.9 32.3 7.5
5 D 8 12 glass bottle fragment 1 8.1 15.7 32.1 8.2
5 D 8 0 mineral other rock other 5 0.1 0 0 0
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5 D 8 13 ceramic pottery potsherd 3 0.5 0 0 0
5 D 8 14 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.7 18.1 15 4
5 D 8 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 2 1.8 19.1 3.5 4.4
5 D 8 16 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.6 7.2 7 2
5 D 8 17 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 26.8 7.1 1.9
5 D 8 18 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 23.5 7.5 2.9
5 D 8 19 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 26.8 7.3 2.4
5 D 8 20 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.8 22.1 7.7 3.7
5 D 8 21 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.5 20 7.1 2.1
5 D 8 22 metal other other 1 31.1 17.7 17.1 17.7
5 D 9 0 glass bottle fragment 72 633.1 0 0 0
5 D 9 1 metal other other 1 0.3 4.8 4.8 4.8
5 D 9 2 metal other other 1 0.2 3.7 3.9 3.7
5 D 9 3 metal other other 1 30.9 18 18 18
5 D 9 4 metal other other 1 1.6 8.9 15 7.1
5 D 9 5 metal other other 1 1.9 9.8 9.1 5.4
5 D 9 6 metal other other 1 30.8 17.4 17.4 17.4
5 D 9 0 metal other other 1 8.4 0 0 0
5 D 10 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 7.1 24.2 2.4
5 D 11 1 metal other other 1 18.2 34.4 23.3 19.6
5 D 11 2 metal other other 1 4.2 17.9 14.1 12.7
5 D 11 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 1.1 14.9 12.5 5.2
5 D 11 0 glass bottle fragment 48 148.5 0 0 0
5 D 12 8 glass bottle fragment 1 16.7 42.3 38.9 3.7
5 D 12 9 glass bottle fragment 1 20 39.6 22.1 2.7
5 D 12 10 glass bottle fragment 1 10.2 33.9 32.3 5.5
5 D 12 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 3 9.7 0 0 0
5 D 12 0 glass bottle fragment 319 2627.7 0 0 0
5 D 12 1 glass bottle fragment 1 115.4 110 29.2 9.4
5 D 12 2 metal other fragment 1 1.8 26.2 6.5 2.4
5 D 12 0 earth bajareque fragment 1 1.8 0 0 0
5 D 12 0 metal other other 3 30.7 0 0 0
5 D 12 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 16.6 7.8 4
5 D 12 4 metal nail fragment 1 10.7 45.8 20.1 7.4
5 D 12 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 20.3 13.8 3
5 D 12 6 metal other other 1 1.1 18.7 6.6 3.7
5 D 12 7 metal other other 1 2.1 29.2 8 3.6
5 D 13 1 glass bottle fragment 1 58.8 77.8 30.6 6.7
5 D 13 0 glass bottle fragment 708 5224.8 0 0 0
5 D 13 2 metal other other 1 0.4 9.5 3.4 2.9
5 D 13 3 glass bottle fragment 1 122.4 112 33.1 9.2
5 D 13 4 glass bottle fragment 1 89.9 97.3 32.3 8.2
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5 D 13 5 glass bottle fragment 1 47.8 89.6 36 9.4
5 D 13 6 glass bottle fragment 1 72.8 27 96.1 7.2
5 D 13 7 glass bottle fragment 1 13.6 17.9 42.2 4.8
5 D 13 8 chipped stone quartzite blade 1 0.8 22.8 9.1 3.4
5 D 13 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3.2 38.8 8.5 3.3
5 D 13 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 3 32.7 8 3.2
5 D 13 11 metal other other 1 31.2 18.6 18.6 18.6
5 D 13 12 metal other other 1 30.1 17.7 17.7 17.7
5 D 13 13 metal nail fragment 1 17.3 48.5 27.8 7.3
5 D 13 14 metal nail indeterminate 1 8.5 37.4 20.5 8.8
5 D 13 15 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 35.7 11.6 5
5 D 13 16 metal nail fragment 1 0.7 17.7 5.7 3
5 D 13 17 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.3 26.9 22.1 3.3
5 D 13 18 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 25.8 17.4 4.9
5 D 13 19 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.2 31.7 10.8 2.9
5 D 13 20 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 15.5 12.9 3.6
5 D 13 21 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 14.1 11.5 3.7
5 D 13 22 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 12.6 9.4 5.5
5 D 13 23 ceramic pottery potsherd 4 0.3 0 0 0
5 D 13 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 3.2 0 0 0
5 D 13 24 metal other other 1 1.1 16.3 10.8 2.1
5 D 13 0 metal other fragment 22 157.3 0 0 0
5 D 13 0 earth bajareque fragment 1 27.7 0 0 0
5 D 13 25 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 7.5 21.5 3.8
5 D 14 0 glass bottle fragment 494 4380.3 0 0 0
5 D 14 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 0.3 0 0 0
5 D 14 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1 23.5 6.3 2.4
6 A 0 67 earth brick other 1 3297 250 155 40.8
6 B 1 0 glass bottle fragment 3 11.3 0 0 0
6 B 1 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 6.8 2.99 2.5
6 B 1 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 14 48.7 40.1 6.8
6 B 2 0 glass bottle fragment 9 16.1 0 0 0
6 B 2 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.3 16.4 1.7 7.8
6 B 2 2 metal other indeterminate 1 29.5 17.5 17.5 17.5
6 B 2 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.2 5.4 8.7 2.1
6 B 2 4 ceramic pottery other ceramic 2 0.1 0 0 0
6 B 3 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 17.5 15.2 4.7
6 B 3 2 ceramic pottery other ceramic 2 0.3 0 0 0
6 B 3 0 glass bottle fragment 6 24 0 0 0
6 B 4 0 glass bottle fragment 3 89 0 0 0
6 B 5 0 glass bottle fragment 42 530.2 0 0 0
7 A 1 0 earth bajareque fragment 744 3750 0 0 0
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7 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 11 96.6 0 0 0
7 A 1 0 mineral plaster fragment 2 1.9 0 0 0
7 A 1 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 33.8 5 4.7
7 A 2 0 earth bajareque fragment 679 7890 0 0 0
7 A 2 0 mineral plaster fragment 12 52.2 0 0 0
7 A 2 0 glass bottle fragment 34 284.4 0 0 0
7 A 2 1 metal other fragment 1 2.9 33.4 30.5 2.9
7 A 2 2 bone non-human fragment 1 1.1 18 21.5 3.8
7 A 2 4 bone non-human fragment 1 1.7 19.8 21 3.7
7 A 3 0 earth bajareque fragment 272 4529 0 0 0
7 A 3 0 mineral plaster fragment 19 131.4 0 0 0
7 A 3 0 glass other fragment 1 9.7 0 0 0
7 A 3 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.9 35.5 9.2 4
7 A 3 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.6 47.8 11.6 4.4
7 A 3 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.2 47.2 8.7 5.2
7 A 3 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.9 57 6.8 5.9
7 A 3 5 metal nail fragment 1 1.9 22.5 9.2 5.8
7 A 3 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.3 33.7 11 7.1
7 A 3 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.8 51.3 11.1 5.1
7 A 3 8 metal nail fragment 1 3.9 26.8 23.6 5.9
7 A 4 0 glass bottle fragment 44 289.5 0 0 0
7 A 4 0 shell marine shell fragment 2 5.9 0 0 0
7 A 4 0 coral other marine fragment 19 9.9 0 0 0
7 A 4 0 mineral plaster fragment 173 499.3 0 0 0
7 A 4 0 earth bajareque fragment 244 2368.2 0 0 0
7 A 4 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 23.3 13.2 4.2
7 A 4 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 4.6 37.7 10.4 3.5
7 A 4 11 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.5 49 11.3 6.2
7 A 4 12 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.9 22.9 9.5 9.8
7 A 4 13 metal nail fragment 1 2.9 26.1 6.6 4.7
7 A 4 14 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.6 6.4 9.5 4.8
7 A 4 15 metal nail fragment 1 2.6 41.1 5.1 3.6
7 A 4 16 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.1 50.7 9.6 5.1
7 A 4 17 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.9 28.5 9 3.7
7 A 4 18 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.7 36.4 10 2.1
7 A 4 19 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.4 24.3 13.8 4.3
7 A 4 20 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.3 22.3 13.1 5.3
7 A 4 21 metal nail fragment 1 2.2 25.1 6.2 5.7
7 A 4 22 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 22.1 6.1 3.2
7 A 4 23 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.3 11.6 3.4 3.1
7 A 4 24 metal nail fragment 1 1.4 18.1 8.7 4.5
7 A 4 25 metal nail fragment 1 0.5 17.5 4.2 3.4
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7 A 4 26 metal other fragment 1 1 11.8 13.3 2.7
7 A 4 27 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 18.3 6.8 1.7
7 A 4 28 metal nail fragment 1 1.2 15.1 7.8 3.4
7 A 4 29 metal nail fragment 1 0.5 12.7 5.4 3.1
7 A 4 30 metal nail fragment 1 0.4 8 5.4 2.3
7 A 5 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.3 13 4.8 1.6
7 A 5 0 glass bottle fragment 5 66.2 0 0 0
7 A 5 0 earth bajareque fragment 641 6862.9 0 0 0
7 A 5 0 mineral plaster fragment 11 24.5 0 0 0
7 A 6 78 glass bottle fragment 1 42.4 62.1 30 1.3
7 A 6 79 glass bottle fragment 6 563 63.8 126 7.2
7 A 6 0 earth bajareque fragment 124 1311.1 0 0 0
7 A 6 0 glass bottle fragment 62 511.5 0 0 0
7 A 6 0 mineral plaster fragment 606 2049.2 0 0 0
7 A 6 1 mineral plaster fragment 1 5.3 25.1 16 10.6
7 A 6 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 29.7 11.6 4.7
7 A 6 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.2 51.7 13.4 7.7
7 A 6 4 metal nail fragment 1 2.4 36 6.9 6.2
7 A 6 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.7 22.2 12.6 6.8
7 A 6 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.8 32.9 15 6.6
7 A 6 7 metal nail fragment 1 2.3 23.7 12.3 9.2
7 A 6 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 19.6 7.3 4.1
7 A 6 9 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.8 29.5 11.2 7.9
7 A 6 10 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.3 31.9 12.9 5
7 A 6 11 metal nail fragment 1 1.8 28.5 9.1 5.5
7 A 6 12 metal nail fragment 1 2.6 28.5 8.8 6
7 A 6 13 metal nail fragment 1 0.6 16.3 6.3 6.4
7 A 6 14 metal nail fragment 1 0.7 16.9 7.9 7
7 A 6 15 metal nail indeterminate 1 25.1 95 22 9
7 A 6 16 metal nail indeterminate 1 7 60.6 14.6 5.8
7 A 6 17 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 38.1 8.7 5.6
7 A 6 18 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 39.7 14.8 4.7
7 A 6 19 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 54.7 8.9 7.1
7 A 6 20 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 52.2 10 5.3
7 A 6 21 metal nail fragment 1 4 38.1 14.4 4.9
7 A 6 22 metal nail indeterminate 1 9 56.7 14.2 9.1
7 A 6 23 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 47.4 13.5 5.9
7 A 6 24 metal nail fragment 1 5 49 11.2 5.7
7 A 6 25 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 28.4 13.5 6.2
7 A 6 26 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 23.9 11.4 5.8
7 A 6 27 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 32.4 9.6 5.3
7 A 6 28 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 27.8 7.5 4.2
354 
 
 
Op Sub Lot No Material Class Category Q W H D T
7 A 6 29 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 32.9 9.4 3.9
7 A 6 30 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 35.6 3.8 3
7 A 6 31 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 31.7 12.4 5.9
7 A 6 32 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 42.3 12.8 3.9
7 A 6 33 metal nail fragment 1 2 20.7 9.4 6.7
7 A 6 34 metal nail indeterminate 1 7 56.6 20.9 3.7
7 A 6 35 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 32.3 7.8 5.7
7 A 6 36 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 32.1 12.3 4.4
7 A 6 37 metal nail indeterminate 1 5 38.6 14.3 7.9
7 A 6 38 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 38.2 12.1 9.6
7 A 6 39 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 33.4 11.9 6.6
7 A 6 40 metal nail indeterminate 1 7 42.2 11.3 5.6
7 A 6 41 metal nail indeterminate 1 7 62.2 12.5 6.4
7 A 6 42 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 21.6 11.7 3.5
7 A 6 43 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 32.6 11.4 4.3
7 A 6 44 metal nail fragment 1 3 32.7 8.9 8.1
7 A 6 45 metal nail fragment 1 2 33.8 10.6 4.9
7 A 6 46 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 30 11.7 3.5
7 A 6 47 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 25.7 10 3.9
7 A 6 48 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 35.9 10.4 2.8
7 A 6 49 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 27.2 9.7 5.8
7 A 6 50 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 22.9 9.1 5.8
7 A 6 51 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 34.3 10 4
7 A 6 52 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 31.6 11.5 5
7 A 6 53 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 31.2 10 3.6
7 A 6 54 metal nail fragment 1 1 22 8 3.5
7 A 6 55 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 47.5 11.5 4.7
7 A 6 56 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 30.9 9.7 4.3
7 A 6 57 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 29.3 9.8 5.9
7 A 6 58 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 18.9 7.9 3.1
7 A 6 59 metal nail fragment 1 0.7 26.4 3 3.7
7 A 6 60 metal nail fragment 1 0.5 19.3 4 4.9
7 A 6 61 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 33.2 11.9 3.5
7 A 6 62 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 19.3 10.2 8.9
7 A 6 63 metal nail fragment 1 0.5 19.1 5.6 5
7 A 6 64 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 18.2 7.4 3.9
7 A 6 65 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 34 13.2 4.7
7 A 6 66 metal nail indeterminate 1 9 44.1 20 6.8
7 A 6 67 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 41.6 10.7 3.5
7 A 6 68 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 43.4 11.2 4
7 A 6 69 metal nail indeterminate 1 1 28.3 8.5 5.2
7 A 6 70 metal nail indeterminate 1 4 26.5 16.7 11.7
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7 A 6 71 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 29.2 9.6 4.9
7 A 6 72 metal nail fragment 1 0.5 25 4.2 2.6
7 A 6 73 metal nail fragment 1 0.4 17.2 4.8 4.2
7 A 6 74 metal nail fragment 1 2 26.5 7.4 6.2
7 A 6 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 2.1 0 0 0
7 A 6 75 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.5 32 8.3 4.1
7 A 6 76 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.5 26.6 8.4 4.5
7 A 6 77 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 20.2 8.6 5.3
7 A 6 78 ground stone other rock other tool 1 139.4 70.9 30.3 28.8
7 A 7 7 earth bajareque fragment 1 95.5 29.5 52.7 20.1
7 A 7 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 8.3 55.1 14.7 4.7
7 A 7 9 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.2 43.2 10.2 11.7
7 A 7 0 earth bajareque fragment 112 948.4 0 0 0
7 A 7 0 mineral plaster fragment 13 35.1 0 0 0
7 A 7 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.6 22.6 10.7 5.2
7 A 7 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.6 41.2 25.1 15.5
7 A 7 3 metal nail fragment 1 1.4 23.3 12.3 6.3
7 A 7 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.5 16.8 10.4 5.6
7 A 7 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.8 53.3 12.3 3.4
7 A 7 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.7 24.7 8.7 7.4
7 A 8 0 metal other other 2 14.7 0 0 0
7 A 8 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 9.7 8.7 4.2
7 A 8 0 earth bajareque fragment 299 1641.7 0 0 0
7 A 8 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 2 8
7 A 8 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 0.2 0 0 0
7 A 8 0 mineral plaster fragment 8 5.4 0 0 0
7 A 8 1 metal nail fragment 1 8.9 36.9 20.5 10.9
7 A 8 2 metal nail fragment 1 2.3 25 9.2 5.6
7 A 8 0 glass bottle fragment 2 1.2 0 0 0
7 A 8 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.9 46.9 21.7 7.6
7 A 8 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.6 34.7 14.8 7.1
7 A 8 5 metal nail fragment 1 1.1 22.9 8.4 4.9
7 A 8 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.4 25.5 35.5 4.7
7 A 9 0 earth bajareque fragment 13 96.7 0 0 0
7 A 9 0 mineral plaster fragment 9 0.6 0 0 0
7 A 9 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.1 54.7 4.7 3.1
7 A 9 0 glass bottle fragment 6 6.2 0 0 0
7 A 9 0 metal other other 9 51.6 0 0 0
7 A 9 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 8.4 55.6 5.6 11.2
7 A 9 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.5 42.2 7.9 15.5
7 A 10 0 glass bottle fragment 2 3.7 0 0 0
7 A 10 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 6.3 18.6 39.2 14.1
356 
 
 
Op Sub Lot No Material Class Category Q W H D T
7 A 10 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.8 57.5 9.4 4.9
7 A 10 3 glass bottle fragment 1 15.4 13.1 43.7 5.8
7 A 10 0 metal other other 3 14.7 0 0 0
7 A 10 0 mineral plaster fragment 133 54.8 0 0 0
7 A 10 0 earth bajareque fragment 1 5.9 0 0 0
7 A 10 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.1 24.8 11.6 8.5
7 A 10 5 metal nail fragment 1 1.9 17.6 9 7.5
7 A 11 0 glass bottle fragment 12 178 0 0 0
7 A 11 0 mineral plaster fragment 6 14.9 0 0 0
7 A 11 0 earth bajareque fragment 94 490.8 0 0 0
7 A 11 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.1 13.2 23.7 2.2
7 A 11 2 metal nail fragment 1 0.1 11.1 4.7 4.7
7 A 11 3 metal nail fragment 1 0.1 4.5 5 5
7 A 11 4 metal other other 1 1.9 18.3 18 16.7
7 A 12 0 mineral plaster fragment 619 1157.1 0 0 0
7 A 12 0 earth bajareque fragment 8 75.1 0 0 0
7 A 12 0 glass bottle fragment 14 62.4 0 0 0
7 A 12 0 metal other other 28 100.8 0 0 0
7 A 12 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 1.2 0 0 0
7 A 12 0 ground stone other rock other tool 1 59.3 0 0 0
7 A 12 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.2 13.9 4.5 1.8
7 A 12 2 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.3 14.5 11.1 2.7
7 A 12 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.6 18.9 13 3.6
7 A 12 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 7.5 53.9 39.7 8.8
7 A 12 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 61.4 11.8 4.4
7 A 12 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.7 37.6 12.6 6.1
7 A 12 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.7 36.1 21.3 6.7
7 A 12 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 36 14.9 8.9
7 A 12 9 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.7 29.5 8.6 5.2
7 A 12 10 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.8 54.3 16.6 6.7
7 A 12 11 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.2 37.9 15 5.7
7 A 12 12 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.3 32.5 15.1 9
7 A 12 13 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.9 27.9 10.6 6.9
7 A 12 14 metal nail fragment 1 2.7 26.3 9.2 6.1
7 A 12 15 metal nail fragment 1 2 24.5 10.2 6.8
7 A 12 16 metal nail fragment 1 1.2 23.8 8.6 4.5
7 A 12 17 metal nail fragment 1 1.4 19 8.8 5
7 A 12 18 metal nail fragment 1 1.3 17.8 8.2 5.4
7 A 12 19 metal nail fragment 1 2 23 11.4 6.7
7 A 12 20 metal nail fragment 1 1.9 22.7 9 8.3
7 A 12 21 metal nail fragment 1 1.7 26.3 12.3 3.9
7 A 12 22 metal nail fragment 1 3.4 38 9.7 6.2
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7 A 12 23 metal nail fragment 1 1 17.5 8.8 4.1
7 A 12 24 metal nail fragment 1 1.2 20.4 7.1 4.3
7 A 12 25 metal nail fragment 1 1.1 25.5 8.8 3.7
7 A 13 0 glass bottle fragment 12 66.6 0 0 0
7 A 13 0 mineral plaster fragment 26 36.3 0 0 0
7 A 13 0 earth bajareque fragment 65 485.6 0 0 0
7 A 13 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.2 20.8 6.4 12.9
7 A 13 2 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 17.3 7.9 3.5
7 A 13 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.3 11.9 13.2 1.6
7 A 13 4 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 18.1 6.8 2.4
7 A 14 0 earth bajareque fragment 276 1914.1 0 0 0
7 A 14 0 mineral plaster fragment 50 68.9 0 0 0
7 A 14 0 glass bottle fragment 30 191.4 0 0 0
7 A 14 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.4 34.5 12.5 7.4
7 A 14 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2 16.2 23.5 4.4
7 A 14 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.7 6.2 29.1 3
7 A 14 0 metal other other 1 2.7 0 0 0
7 A 14 0 chipped stone chert flake 1 0.6 0 0 0
7 A 15 1 ground stone other rock other tool 1 82.2 57.4 28.5 7.9
7 A 15 0 glass bottle fragment 174 1847.2 0 0 0
7 A 15 0 mineral plaster fragment 94 201.8 0 0 0
7 A 15 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.1 36.4 11.1 11.9
7 A 15 3 ground stone other rock other 1 2.9 23.2 11.2 8.3
7 A 15 4 metal nail fragment 1 3.5 40.2 7.5 5.9
7 A 15 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.6 31.7 22.1 7.9
7 A 15 0 earth bajareque fragment 222 1274.4 0 0 0
7 A 15 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.8 56.5 14.9 4.9
7 A 15 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 33.6 18.1 8
7 A 15 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.9 19.6 10.6 5.4
7 A 15 9 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.8 33.6 12.4 8
7 A 15 10 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.1 32.9 8.8 5.2
7 A 15 11 metal nail fragment 1 2.1 25.5 6.8 4.8
7 A 15 12 metal nail fragment 1 1 20.5 4.2 3.6
7 A 15 13 metal nail fragment 1 1.8 19.1 8.2 5.5
7 A 15 14 metal other other 1 1 11.7 6.2 5.5
7 A 15 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 15.8 8.8 2.2
7 A 15 16 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 17.1 15.6 1.9
7 A 15 17 metal nail indeterminate 1 12.3 77.4 6.8 11.5
7 A 15 18 metal nail indeterminate 1 5 44.8 8.4 11
7 A 15 19 metal nail fragment 1 4.1 43 6.8 4.4
7 A 15 20 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.8 43.9 7.4 7
7 A 15 21 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.4 57.5 7.1 8
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7 A 15 22 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.8 33.6 7.7 6.2
7 A 15 23 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.3 37.2 3.6 3.5
7 A 15 24 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.8 38.8 4.9 5.9
7 A 15 25 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.7 28.8 8.4 5.7
7 A 15 26 metal nail fragment 1 1.2 28.1 4.9 4.7
7 A 16 1 glass bottle fragment 20 36.6 30.4 35.4 1.4
7 A 16 2 glass bottle fragment 1 16.6 34.3 16.6 3.7
7 A 16 0 earth bajareque fragment 157 1750.4 0 0 0
7 A 16 0 mineral plaster fragment 300 1102.1 0 0 0
7 A 16 0 glass bottle fragment 45 353.7 0 0 0
7 A 16 0 chipped stone quartzite fragment 1 0.2 0 0 0
7 A 16 15 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.9 13.5 13.8 0.9
7 A 16 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.8 35.8 7 7.8
7 A 16 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 3 33.4 9.8 6.6
7 A 16 5 metal nail fragment 1 4.8 49.7 10 5.2
7 A 16 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.6 16.3 5.2 2.3
7 A 16 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.5 24.3 12.3 6.7
7 A 16 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 0.5 16.7 6.6 2.6
7 A 16 9 metal nail fragment 1 1.8 20.3 7.1 4.8
7 A 16 10 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.2 24.8 14 3.4
7 A 16 11 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.1 18.5 8 3.7
7 A 16 12 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.2 32.3 12.3 5.3
7 A 16 13 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.7 20.2 13.5 8.5
7 A 16 14 metal nail fragment 1 1 22.5 11.8 4.1
7 A 16 16 ceramic other bead 1 1.6 11.9 11.3 2.9
7 A 16 17 metal other other 2 83 71.1 46.5 17.5
7 A 16 0 chipped stone other other 1 0.8 0 0 0
7 A 16 18 metal nail indeterminate 1 7.7 55.3 11.2 5.2
7 A 16 19 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.7 39.9 12.8 3.1
7 A 16 20 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.9 36.9 15.1 5.6
7 A 16 21 metal nail indeterminate 1 2 34 11.5 3.8
7 A 16 22 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.7 28.4 10.4 4.1
7 A 16 23 metal nail fragment 1 2.9 33.5 9.9 4.1
7 A 16 24 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.6 16.7 11.8 5.4
7 A 16 25 metal nail fragment 1 2.7 34.1 6.8 3.8
7 A 16 26 metal nail fragment 1 1.5 18.7 10.9 5
7 A 16 27 metal nail fragment 1 2.6 24.5 7.5 4.3
7 A 16 28 metal nail fragment 1 2.2 28.5 9.9 3.8
7 A 16 29 metal nail fragment 1 3.6 23.4 15 5.4
7 A 16 30 metal other fragment 1 2.1 22.7 18.7 3.9
7 A 16 31 metal nail fragment 1 1.1 24.6 6.5 3.7
7 A 16 32 metal nail fragment 1 3.2 37.3 7.9 4.4
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7 A 16 33 metal nail fragment 1 1.1 17.1 7.6 6.1
7 A 16 34 metal nail fragment 1 7.1 42.5 15.6 4.8
7 A 16 35 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.4 19 7.7 3
7 A 16 36 ceramic pottery fragment 1 1 17.5 12.5 2
7 A 16 37 ceramic pottery fragment 1 3.4 23.4 26.8 2.5
7 A 16 38 earth brick fragment 1 350 82.9 91.2 43.1
7 A 16 39 mineral plaster fragment 1 85.8 80.7 53 22.6
7 A 16 40 metal other fragment 2 28.4 90.2 26.5 2.2
7 A 17 0 mineral plaster fragment 49 18.6 0 0 0
7 A 17 0 glass bottle fragment 2 3.1 0 0 0
7 A 17 0 earth bajareque fragment 4 6 0 0 0
7 A 17 0 metal other other 3 9.1 0 0 0
7 A 17 1 glass bottle fragment 1 66.4 93.6 30.7 4.6
7 A 17 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.6 53.7 16.6 5.2
7 A 17 3 metal nail fragment 1 1.9 26.4 8.3 5.6
7 A 17 4 metal nail fragment 1 0.6 15.3 5.5 4
7 A 18 0 glass bottle fragment 32 503.3 0 0 0
7 A 18 0 mineral plaster fragment 208 441.6 0 0 0
7 A 18 0 metal other other 3 28.7 0 0 0
7 A 18 0 earth bajareque fragment 283 2025.8 0 0 0
7 A 18 1 glass bottle fragment 1 138.6 116 95.9 3.8
7 A 18 2 chipped stone other rock modified 1 9.9 30.2 24.1 10.4
7 A 18 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.1 60.8 11.5 4.3
7 A 18 4 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.7 43.3 16.5 4.7
7 A 18 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.1 38.7 14.5 6.5
7 A 18 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.9 34.1 10 3.2
7 A 18 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.4 35 17.9 6.5
7 A 18 8 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.3 35.6 10.4 7
7 A 18 9 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.3 35.6 9.6 3.3
7 A 18 10 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.6 27.9 9.1 4.3
7 A 18 11 metal nail fragment 1 1.5 35.7 7.8 3.9
7 A 18 12 metal nail fragment 1 1.2 29.6 7.2 4.3
7 A 18 13 metal nail fragment 1 0.6 22.6 6.4 2.8
7 A 18 14 earth bajareque fragment 1 17.2 16.1 44.4 5.8
7 A 18 15 metal nail indeterminate 1 16 76.6 16.6 6.3
7 A 18 16 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.6 49.1 9.6 6.3
7 A 18 17 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.4 46.7 13.8 4.7
7 A 18 18 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.8 46.8 12.3 5.5
7 A 18 19 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.9 39.3 10.3 4.9
7 A 18 20 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.1 50.8 11.2 4.7
7 A 18 21 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.6 39.4 9.4 3.7
7 A 18 22 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.8 22.5 8.4 4.1
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7 A 18 23 metal nail indeterminate 1 2.1 34.1 10.2 3.9
7 A 18 24 metal nail indeterminate 1 1.8 28.5 8.7 4.8
7 A 18 25 metal nail indeterminate 1 6 55.6 11.7 5.6
7 A 18 26 metal nail indeterminate 1 23.5 89 21.1 6.6
7 A 18 27 metal nail fragment 1 22.4 30.4 11.5 5.8
7 A 18 28 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.9 55.2 11.3 5.1
7 A 18 29 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.5 41.7 13.7 6.6
7 A 18 30 metal other fragment 1 3.1 36.7 11.6 4.7
7 A 18 31 earth bajareque fragment 1 3.6 35.3 16.6 13.7
7 A 18 32 glass bottle fragment 1 230 56.7 127 11.1
7 A 18 0 earth bajareque fragment 30 191.3 0 0 0
7 A 19 0 earth bajareque fragment 8 55.9 0 0 0
7 A 19 0 mineral plaster fragment 5 5.3 0 0 0
7 A 20 0 earth bajareque fragment 303 2763.2 0 0 0
7 A 20 0 glass bottle fragment 1 0.9 0 0 0
7 A 20 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 3.7 32.5 15.8 5.6
7 A 20 2 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 7.5 56.3 16 1.9
7 A 21 0 earth bajareque fragment 1036 12426 0 0 0
7 A 21 0 mineral plaster fragment 14 10.1 0 0 0
7 A 21 0 glass bottle fragment 7 21.3 0 0 0
7 A 21 0 metal other fragment 5 26.2 0 0 0
7 A 21 1 metal nail indeterminate 2 2.5 23.7 16.1 7.1
7 A 21 2 metal nail indeterminate 1 19.1 63.6 23.4 18.9
7 A 21 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.1 7 19.9 1.8
7 A 22 0 earth bajareque fragment 221 2969.8 0 0 0
7 A 22 0 mineral plaster fragment 21 16.6 0 0 0
7 A 22 0 earth bajareque fragment 8 66.4 0 0 0
7 A 22 0 glass bottle fragment 2 1.6 0 0 0
7 A 23 0 earth bajareque fragment 1367 11789 0 0 0
7 A 23 0 earth bajareque fragment 11 47.6 0 0 0
7 A 23 0 mineral plaster fragment 52 30.9 0 0 0
7 A 23 0 metal other fragment 11 90.2 0 0 0
7 A 23 0 glass bottle fragment 8 37.4 0 0 0
7 A 23 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 4.4 37 14.4 7.8
7 A 23 2 metal nail fragment 1 2.8 33.8 13 8.7
7 A 23 3 metal nail fragment 1 5.6 55.2 14.2 7.7
7 A 23 4 metal nail fragment 1 2.2 26.1 9.5 5.3
7 A 23 5 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.7 36.6 13.8 5.9
7 A 23 6 metal nail indeterminate 1 5.9 56.9 13.8 3.8
7 A 23 7 metal nail indeterminate 1 11.3 61.5 22 13.2
7 A 23 8 metal nail fragment 1 2.1 24.1 13.8 6.6
7 A 23 9 earth bajareque fragment 1 210 88.8 75.9 34.8
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7 A 23 10 earth bajareque fragment 1 3.3 18.4 14.3 9.2
7 A 23 11 earth bajareque fragment 1 310 130 80.3 38.5
7 A 24 0 earth bajareque fragment 744 11500 0 0 0
7 A 24 0 metal other fragment 3 28.5 0 0 0
7 A 24 0 mineral plaster fragment 1 0.3 0 0 0
7 A 24 1 earth bajareque fragment 1 250 122 57.6 42.7
7 A 24 2 earth bajareque fragment 1 22.6 42.1 23.5 21.4
7 A 25 0 earth bajareque fragment 202 1794.8 0 0 0
7 A 25 0 mineral plaster fragment 5 1.6 0 0 0
7 A 25 0 metal other fragment 5 27.3 0 0 0
7 A 25 1 metal nail indeterminate 1 58.4 147 7.9 8.7
7 A 26 1 metal nail fragment 1 5.1 18.5 21 7.7
7 A 26 2 metal nail fragment 1 5.7 42.9 8.4 5.6
7 A 26 3 metal nail indeterminate 1 6.1 33 8.3 6.5
7 A 26 0 earth bajareque fragment 4 19.4 0 0 0
7 A 26 0 mineral plaster fragment 3 6.1 0 0 0
7 A 26 0 metal other fragment 4 11.8 0 0 0
8 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 37 358.8 0 0 0
8 A 1 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 5.2 9.1 7
8 A 2 0 glass bottle fragment 55 601.7 0 0 0
8 A 2 1 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.6 29.1 6.5 2.7
8 A 2 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.5 14.4 10 2.4
8 A 2 3 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 114.4 80.3 45 15.8
8 A 3 0 glass bottle fragment 3 1.2 0 0 0
8 A 3 0 chipped stone quartzite modified 1 1.3 0 0 0
8 A 3 0 metal other other 1 3 0 0 0
8 A 4 0 glass bottle fragment 1 0.1 9.6 10.3 0.7
8 A 5 0 glass bottle fragment 45 28 0 0 0
8 A 5 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 5.2 3.33 35.8 4.4
8 A 5 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.5 17.3 17.6 4.6
8 A 5 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.6 9.6 19.6 3.1
8 A 5 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.4 14.2 9.2 3.6
8 A 5 5 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.3 13.4 8.5 3.9
8 A 5 6 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 6.4 10 2.3
8 A 5 7 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 0.2 7.2 7.7 4.5
8 A 5 8 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 2.1 7.8 23.7 3
8 A 5 9 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.3 22.8 15.9 2.8
8 A 5 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 0.3 7.3 20.4 2.2
8 B 1 0 glass bottle fragment 22 366.7 0 0 0
8 B 1 1 glass bottle fragment 1 197.5 49.8 113 11.2
8 B 1 2 glass bottle fragment 1 177 84.8 108 5.5
8 B 1 3 ceramic pipestem fragment 1 1.9 30.1 7.1 2.7
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8 B 1 4 metal other fragment 1 187.5 28.1 229 5.6
8 B 1 5 ground stone other rock mano 1 1390 67.7 115 48.7
9 A 1 1 metal other fragment 1 218 110 87.6 7.6
9 A 1 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 103.8 81.9 54.6 14.8
9 A 1 3 earth brick fragment 1 61.9 30 39.4 43.6
9 A 1 4 glass bottle fragment 1 18.6 31.4 31.9 5.6
9 A 1 0 shell marine shell fragment 1 0.6 0 0 0
9 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 5 142.3 0 0 0
9 B 2 0 glass bottle fragment 25 413.5 0 0 0
9 B 2 1 ceramic pottery fragment 1 54.3 57.7 86.7 5.8
9 B 2 2 metal other fragment 1 167.9 304 18.8 10.7
9 B 2 0 shell marine shell indeterminate 5 1275.8 0 0 0
9 B 2 0 earth bajareque fragment 20 3054 0 0 0
9 B 2 3 earth brick fragment 1 1469 153 103 57.4
9 B 2 4 earth brick fragment 1 809 98 89.5 49.8
10 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 5 37 0 0 0
11 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 37 1007.5 0 0 0
11 A 1 1 glass bottle fragment 1 255 68.6 116 10.4
11 A 1 2 glass bottle fragment 1 203 31.4 84.6 8.1
11 A 1 3 glass bottle fragment 1 261 72.9 118 8.3
11 A 1 4 glass bottle fragment 1 337 51.9 87.8 5.9
11 A 1 5 glass bottle fragment 1 214 52.2 118 11.2
11 A 1 6 glass bottle fragment 1 238 50.6 118 10.3
11 A 1 7 glass bottle fragment 1 160 95.4 91.4 4.4
11 A 1 8 glass bottle fragment 1 148.7 87.9 81.5 6.1
11 A 1 9 glass bottle fragment 1 101.2 94.6 67.8 5.9
11 A 1 0 earth bajareque fragment 1 151.1 0 0 0
11 A 1 10 ceramic pipestem fragment 4 1.2 20.8 7.3 2.3
11 A 1 11 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 1.8 30.7 14.3 4.5
11 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 5 176.4 0 0 0
12 A 1 0 glass bottle fragment 27 460.9 0 0 0
12 A 1 1 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 2.7 34.1 24.2 3.1
12 A 1 2 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 4.5 41 30.3 3.7
12 A 1 3 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 3.5 38.1 25.8 3.6
12 A 1 4 ceramic pottery potsherd 1 21.7 53.3 47.3 5.9
